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The Regitnal RUral Roundtatles were held during Sepiember 1979. 4

They were sponsored by theltureau of Elementary and Setondary
Educatlon of the U. S. Office of Eddcation and coordinated c

through the ten regional offices of the U. S. Office of Education.
However,, the opinions expresse&in this summary rep9rt do not
necessarily reflect the positions or.policies of. tte Office of
Educatton, and no offitial endorseme t should be inferred.
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FOREWORD
,

thecopdition of education in rural areas is a major concern of the
U.'5. Office of Education and the Bureau of Elemeritary and Secondary
Education. Several rural educators and memberslof Congress have
'expressed a growing concern tt%t perhaps rUral youth and adults do
not receive a quality educatican..,

In response to this .concèrnhe DepOtment of Heal, Education, and
Welfare (spec.ifically, the Officaof the Assistant cretary for
Education, the'Office of"Education's Bureau of El ntary and econdary
Education, the National Instttute of Education's Program on Educational
Policy and Organization) .and the U.S. Departm nt of Agriculture's

i

Science and Education Administration sponsore a Rural Eduqation
Conversations Seminar at College/Park; Maryla d, on .May 29-314 1979.
The purpose of this seminar was to.develop recommendations'for pew
guidelines and policies, or modify existing ones, for the Tduc ion

.

Division of HEW and other interested agencies in the.area of 8 eliveiing
educatienal services' to rural children and adults.

%.,.

In preparation'for the seminar,the sponsoring agencies caimmiss oned,
twenty-pipe practitioners-and experts in rural education and soCiology
to develop 21 iss"Ue papers that reviewed the literature, research,
and educational methodology and made specific recommendations based
upon their findings. ,

.

At the seminat, these'practitioners and-experts presented their
..findings and revmmendations to approximately one hundred representatives

of federal age ies, education and rural associations and private
foundations. Pa ticipants were divided'into small groups which '

.discussed the iss es presented and developed recoMmendations for
federal education olicy in six major categories:

1. Equity and qualityvfor rural education.

2. Linking' rural development and rural edueation.

3. Delivery.of services to rural education.

Data collection and research:

5. Vocational and career tratning in,rural areas.

6. Energy and rural education.I.

Each group then presented their recommendatipis to,the entire group
4 of.conferees for consideration and closure. After considerable

debale and discussion pe conferees ultimately agreed upon a total'
r of twenty-eight recomffendations% These recommendations ranged n

scope from changing administrative poltcy.to initiSting new legislation.
A completatext of the-recommendatfons with accompanying rationale
dnd examples can 6e found in Appendix A of'this report.

6
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Shortly aft r the National Rural Education Seminar concluded,
1

Thomas
Minter, Depu y Connissioner of the Bureau of ElementAry and Secondary
Education, suggested to NorMan E. Hearn, Special Assistant to the Deputy
Commissioner, and others, that the 28 recommendattons developed At the'
semtriar be validated by the rural. contituenCy. )0111am E. AcLaughlin, 1
Assistant Commissioner of thelegional Liaison Unit, tffered the services i
of the ten regional offices to conduct euch a validation effort and .

selected Harogd L. BlackbUrn, Regional Commissionerior EduCational
Programsl, Region VII,sand Donald Jacobsmeyer, EducatiOn Program Specialist
in rural education, Regiod VII, to'develbp an implementation plan and
to serve as the lead maion'in'the effort. This,group collectively
planned the strategies for conducting the series pf regional-meetings
in utich the ';gral constituency wOuld provide grass root judgments on
the valiaity of the recommendations as,well as offer testimonies.on how
federal programs impact upon education 4n viral schools. The group
serected the title "Rural Roundtables",to describe these'regional meetings.
This report describes the procedures, findings, and impliscations of ,

the regiot7al Rural Poundtables yd during September

,

1



ABSTRACT
-

During September 1979, the BuYeau of Elementary and Secondary-Education
sponsored tleven regional Rural Roundtable.Dfscussion Groups. The.purposet
bf the Rural Round able. DiscUssion Groups were to have the rural constituency.
)validate 28 rural ucation reCommendations which were developed in May
197T at the Nationa

4
Rural Education Seminar and to proloide testimonies

on how specific federal'programs impact upon the condition of education'
.in rural schools.

A total of 508 members. of the rural constituency participated in this
validation effort: Two hundred seventy-sine (279) rurarbartieillhOts
aitended one'of the eliven roundtable discussion groups. In addition,
.229 rural participants submitted their comments and suggestions to
the proposed recomm4hdations by mail. ,1

In effect,' the rurfl partkipants.validated the.28 rural education
retommendations as feasible activities for a Federal Rural Educatioh
Initiative. The majority of the rural participants agreed with each
of the18,recommendations, though the range Of agreement was from
94.9% approval for the recommendation to examine gxisting federal
financing formulaS-to 60.1% Japproval for the recommendatJon to establish
a separate Wi.ce for Rural Iducation. All segments of the rural.
popu4ation 0-60 all sections ofthe country were fairry consistent in
their degree of agreeMent to specific,recommendations. HoWever, a .

very determiotd segment of the rural constituency cohSistently,questioned
othe federal.government's rOle in rural.education.

t

f'4
the'degree of agreement by the rural constituency tespecific recommendations

ndicates their priorities in a Federal Rural Educatiod Initiative, these
priorities,call for the federal.government tog:

1. _examine federal financing formulas and 6ther funding mechanisms
to ensure local flexibility is provided (94:9T agreement);

2. establish the federal gwiernment's rural research agenda in
conjunction'with the rural constituency (90:5% agreement);

3. prov.ide additional support for t nsportation, facilities, and
delivery systems in rural $chool àistricts (89.1%-agreement);

4. enable and encour4e rural school districts to combine funding
from various program?'.(86.3% agreement);

5. 'support communication networks tp shard information among rural
educ4tors (85.6 agreement); and.,

6. support broad-based Viocational education programs in rural areas
agreement):'

iii



Regarding federal programs in general, the rdral constituency repeatly
stated they desired .to maineain local and state control over decisions
affecting :their rural schools. They also stated that existing federal
education programs place a disproportionately greater administrative burden
upon and are operationally less flexible in small rural schools than in
large urban schools due to the diseconomies of scale. To offset the effects
.of the diseconomies of scale in small.,rbral school districts, the rut'al
constituency suggested replacing the categorical 'nature of federa3., funding
with a general revenue s rjng type of assistance, instituting a sparsity
factor into entitlenient brmulas to account for the teconomics
of scale, and establis ng a rural set-aside in both ntitlement and
discretionary :grant p .grams to ensure rural schools receive an
equitable share of f Oal resources. .

J
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RURA.L ROiNDTABLE PROCEDUR,ES
- .

_The Rural RoundtableS ategmpted,tocipform And involve the grass roots
rural anstituency.in the examinati4i1 of rural education issues prior
to any development of federal Rolicy. In this regard, the Roundtabl;es
produced several.notable results including:

,- THE aSSSEMINATION,OF INFORMATION ON THE NATUNAL
RURAL EDUCATION SEMINAR HELD MAY 29-31, 1979 AT
COLtEGE PARK, MARYLAND TO 2,442 REY MEMBERS OF
THE RURAL CONSTMENCY NATIONWIDE.

- THE 6PPORTUNITY FOR ALL SEGMENTS OF THE RURAL
CONSTITUENCY TO PRESENT THEIR PERaFTIONS OF 28
RURAL EDUCATION RECOMMENDATIONSAT ELEVEN OPEN
FORUMS (REGIONAL RURAL ROUNDTABLES) OR BY WRITTEN
RESRONSES.

- THE COMPILATION OF 508 RURAL CONSTITUENtS.'

GRASS ROOTS JUDGEMENTS ON THE VALIDITY OF THE
28 RURAL EDUCATION RECOMMENDATIMS DEVECOPED
AT THE NAXIONAL SEMINAR.

lr

IDATIFICATION AND SELECTION OF RURAL POPULATIONS

Fourfrural population groups were Identified as being repres6ntatives
of the rural population. A description of each identified population
group fillows.

Group 1 - Rural Organizations

This group contained individuils from' reco nized organizations
which represented ehe general, cultuW, s ial, hd economic
interests of rural communities. 'This grou not include
any organizatiehs represfhtirt the formal'educational -

establishment.

<-/
Group 2 - Rural Educational OrganizatiOns and Rural Educators

.

.

This group included representatives of recognized educational
associations, OY.ganizations, teacher, administrators, and v,

% school board members in rural Schools and school districts.

Group 3 - State Departmots of Education

This grouP' included.Chief State School Officers, or their
designees, And State Department of Education staff members
familiar with the issues concerning rural school districts
Within their respective ttates.



Group 4 - General Rural Pagulations

This group inclded citizens, government officials,,a
minority group representatives who live in rural areas-, but,do
not represent educational organizations and are'not directly
providing formal educational services.

The USOE Region VII office contacted numerous national organizations
and asked them ta identify state and regional representativts who were
knowledgeOle concerning the issues of rural education. The regional

. offices also contacted various individuals associated with rural communities
in their region 8nd asked them to nominate additional'rural people to
participate in the Roundtables. With respect to the selection of the invitees:

1. No effort was made to control the variables of the population ,

groups, i.e., numbers per group, age, sex, race, etc%
0

2. The effort eoncentrated upon identifying the greatest number
of invitees who were both faMiliar and interested in the
issues of rural education for the purposes of obtaining grass
root reactions and suggestive responses to the rural education
recommendations developed at College Park,-P%ryland, apd
eliciting testfMonials from the rural constituency_ on the
implementation of federal programs in rural settings.

t

.. No inferencei to the rural population uhiverse
findings, of this report are applicable due to

11'

DATA C6LLECTION INSTRUMENTS.

ised upon the
4

e sampling technique.

-

USOE, Region VII, designed a data collection in'strumen titled,
"Rural Roundtable Discussion Guide," for the Roundtablerparticipants
to record their responses to the recommendations. The Federal

. Education Data AcqUisition Council (FEDAC) reviewed and cleared .4,

this instrument prior tothe data collection' activities. USOE,
Regi6n VII, also designed a one page addendum to the instrun*nt for

. rural educators and State Departments of Education reprqsentatives
4' to cite ho4 specific OE programs impact upon the condition of

education in rural schools.1

."

*44

V
SITE ELECTION I.

'Each ,Regional Commissioner for Educational Programs selected the
site and the date for the Rural Roundtable held in his or her.
region. Ti4 Regional Zommissioners consideYed geographic proximity
to rural Oopulations, acgessibility by varibus modes of transportation,
availabildty of lodging pcconinodatlons, ag well as thtraccessibility,
of the facilities for handicapped in their Selection. Actual .

sites and datps of t Roundtables are listed in Appendix B.
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, ROUNDTABLE PARTICIPATION AND FORMAT'

1.., *I, . ,,,
.

The keiieltla Offices sent.invitations and accomparlyting materials to
Roundtable-Participants by mid-August, 1979. Theinvitations encouraged
Invitees who wefe unable,to attena the RoundtaBle to complete and
return the "Rural Roundtable Disoussion Guide" to their appropriate
regional office. Each regional office 'ensured an invitation was
sent to at least one member of eachirural population group,in each
state within their region. . ,A

I. .

Tbe number of invitations sent and the acttal number of rural ' irl
participants attevding varied considerably among the regions. 'The
fact that the federal government did not relmburse any of'the
participants' costs assoccated with the Rouldtables affected atttrid-

-ance 1n some regions. A numeric count of the invitations sent and
participation for each Roundtable .is listed below. 44

,

lie
) NPn-Federal Hon-Federal-

. -total Roundtable Completed ,41.,RoundtabIe
1 Region Irivitatiotis Sent Participants Participants Guides Date

I 612 54

207 14

!II 196 10

IV: 103 31
e

.

* V 296 13

VI 146 A 62
./.

VII 347 "
4 60

-%
N

VIII 140 21

IX 225 .2dr-

I .

X 170, *,, 49

%
Totals ,..$42

.

336'

46 1.1i 9/28/79

10 28 9/20/79

6 10 9/13/79

.28 40 9/18/29
6

6 44 9/ff779

57 -65 9/26/79

51.
-...--

87 9/25/79

18., .25 9/24/79

14 42 9/1'9/7e

43 ' 49 , 9/20/19 ill'
9/27/79-

-27§- -OF- (-

It should be noted that partioipationuat'the Rouhdtables increased with
'

the amount of time available between the receipt of the invitation by
the participants and the date of the Roundtable: 'For eximp1i, Regions V
ahd III invitees.-receivedAheir invitations' aptYroximately two week6
before the scheduled Roodtable and had siX tarticipants each. On the

. other hand, Regions VII, VI, and I invite s
4111

d,their invitations'140,-.
approttately'one month before the schedu

,

able and tad sa,
57, and 46 participants'respectively.

1 0



4,40 Rural :Roundtables had a similar fciorat., Each Regiona1,C6nonissioner

.chaired the goundtable Diicussion in his or her respect,ive region:-
lever41 TrAlibers of thp planning teaM from the NationalAural ConversatipnS
Sepinar assisted.the Regional Eommiss;ioners.by terving as a resource
pereon at.-setected ROuodtablq. 'These members-Ancluded: Themai-K.
M4nter, Deputy Cumnissione0; BUreau of Elementary anti Secondarly'

-*
, Edikat16n; MclaughlJn,-AWstant5C2mMissioner,,0ffice of
,AegionAl Oaison Unit; Nonmap E. Hearn, Assistant=ta the Deputx

Commissiorgr; Bureati'of Elementelcand Secondary Education; PPM,." ,
ReSebrch Analyst; U.S. Department cif.Agricu1ture4 Thomas

ShultqResgatch Asociate and Team Leaddr:for-Auia4",Education,.National
Institute of EdOcation;' Evetett D: SdingtOnf-D4rector of theERIC

,;--0fearfnghouse on Rural Education and'$mall Schools; Lewis Tamblyn, Executive
Ditector:ilegional/RUral Education Association; ind Gail Parks,
Education Director,'National Ruraenter., A staff menberfrce the
US4Region.VII office was also ir attendance.at an.the-RoundtableS.
ex t the one in Fairbanks, Alaska,

A total of 508(rural individuals participated in the Roundtables,by
either- attending or returning their completed discussion-gufees. The
279 Roundtable participants completed their "Rural Roundtable Discussion
Gutde" during:the course of the discussions at each Roundtable. In

addition, the 229 repondents.mho were unable to Ittend the Roundtables,
completed their guides and returned them by mail. Three hundred thirty (330).
of the 508 respOndents (64.96%) wire representatives of educational
organizations or associationSrural teachers, administrators, or
school board members.
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The toipilatjon and.analYSes of the.teSpotists4by the#608 Roundtable
participants produced several*notabte findings. Highlights of'these
findings-are:

(%.
THE MAJORIT'Y 'THE SDB-RORAL ROUNPABLE PARTICIPANTS lk
AGREED rim ALL OF TOEIVENTTAIGHT RURACEDUCATION "42
'RECOMMENDATIONS,,DEVELOPED AT THE,NATIONAL RURAL EDUCATION
SEMINAR. iHE RANGE.OF AGREENEWPWAS FROM 94.9% IN

.1

RECOMMENDATION 4, wiam CA4LED' FOR THI FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
TO EXAMINE FEDERAL FINANCING PORMULATTO 60.1% IN
RECOMMENOATION 3, WHICH CALLED FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF AN OFFI4E-FOR:RpRAL EDUCATION WITHIN HEW.'"

,
s

- ALL SEGMENTS (RURAL OA IZATfONS, RURAL EDUCATORS,
STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION, AND THE GENERAL AURAL
POPULANCE) Of TOE RURAL CONSTLTUENCY PARTICIPATING AT
THE ROUNDTABLES RESPONDED FAIRLY CLVWSTENTLY WITH

,

THE FEW INCONSIST IES AMONG GROUPS WERE CONFINED TO (

RESPECT TO THEIR bF AGREEMENTNITH EACH RECOMMENDATIM

PARTICULAR RECOMME DATIONS. ,
,

PARTICIPANTS 411.ATEN REGIONS Of l'HE CDUNTRY

,

RESPONDED FA COMISTENTIA TH RESPECT TQ1THEIR DEGREE
OF AGREEMENT- TH EACR'RECOMMEN ATION. MOST.TF THE )

INCONSISTENCIES AMONG REGIONS WERE CONFINED TO PARTICULAR
RECOMMENDATIONS. , t

.
,

THE MAJORITY OF THE RURAL PARTICIPANTS CONSISTENtLY
ADVOCATED THE MAINTENANCE OF,IDCAL CONTROL IN THE RURAL
'SCWOOL DECISION-MAKING PROCESS.

A VERY DETERMINED MINORITY OF THE RURAL PARTICIPANTS
(IN ALL SEGMENTS OR GROL1PS OF THE RURAL POPULATION AND
IN ALL REGIONS OF THE'COUNTRY) CONSISTENTLY STATED THAT
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT HAVE A ROLE IN RURAL
EDUCATION.

REPRESENTATIVES OF INDIVIDUAL STATES, ASSOCIATIONS, AND
ORGANIZATIONS CITED THE EFFORTS THEY HAVE MADE TO IMPROVE
RURAL EDUCATION IN THEIR SPHERES OF INFLUENCE.

- THE MAJORITY. OF THE PARTICIPANTS DID NOT IDENTNY THE
SPECIFIC FEDERALLAWS, REGULATIONS, OR POLICIES WHICH
THEY FELT DISCRIMINATED AGAINST RURAL SCHOOLS. RATHER
THEY STATED THAT FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS, IN GENERAL,
PLACE A DISPROPORTIONATELY GREATER ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN
UPON AND ARE OPERATIONALLY LESS FLEXIBLE IN SMALL RURAL
SCHOOLS THAN IN LARGE URBAN SCHOOLS DUE TO THE DISECONOMIES
OF SCALE.

5



- THE RURAL EDUCATORS OFFERED SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ON WAYS IN WHICH THE CHARACTERISTICS 0 RURAL SCHO6LS,

-COULD BE TAKEN INTO'ACCOUNt BY THE FEDERAL: GOVERNMENT IN
ITS DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATFONALTUNDS. ,THE misT FREOUENTLY
CITED SUGCESTIONS WERt:

1. 'ELIKINATE THE CATEGORICAL NATURE OF FEURAL
PROGRAM FUNDING AND REPLACE IT WITH-A GENERAL
,REVENUE SHARING TYPE OF:ASSISTANCE.

2. INSTITUTE A SPAIRSITY FACTOR IN ENTITLEMENT

" FORMULAS. .

3. :ESTABLISH A RURAL SET-ASIDE IN ENTITLEMENT
AND DISCRETIONARY'GRANT PROGRAMS.

.
RESPONSES TO SACIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

Each Rural Roundtable participant received a "Rural Roundtable Discussfbn

Guide" instrument. On thi% instrument, the.participants indicated on a
five Pointscale from strongly,agree to strongly disagree their feglimgs

4 to each recoMmendation. The actual numbers and .percentages of participants!.

responses by category and recommendation is located in Appendix C of this

leport.

_ The majority of.the 508-participants indicated they eithier strongly agreed

or agr d witb each of the 28 recommendations. 'The range of agreement to
speci ic recommendati,ons was from 949 agreement (66.6% strongly agree

and .3% agree) to recommendation 4, which called fOr the federal goverAment

, to examine federal financing formulas to ensuremaxiMum local flexibility,

to 60.1t agreement (25.4% strongly agree and 34.7 agree) to recommendation a,

which called for the establishment of an Office for Rural Education within

HEW or the Department Of Education:
16

At least four put.of five of the participants either-strongly agreed or

agreed with eight of the recommendations. These eight recommendations

in agreement order are:

Recommendation 4 (Flexible Funding Mechanism) 94.9% agreement

Recommendation 21 (ColTaborative Research Agenda) - 90.5% agreement

Recotthendation 5 (Additional FinanciAl Support) 89.1% agreement

Recommendat'ion 13 (Combine Funding) - 86,3% agreement

'Recommendation 9 Commupication'NetWork) - 85.6% agreement

Recommendation 25 (Broad-Based Vocational Education) - 85.2% agreement

Recommendation 24 (Vocational Service Delivery Systems) - 81.8% agreement

Recommendation 18 (Education Service Agencies) - 80.1% agreement

1P.



4. .

-'0nly to four recommendations 04d more than 20T of the participanis inditate
they either Oisagreed or strongly disagreed and no more than 27.3% of the
participants indicated such dtsagreementLIorany particular recommendalion.

More pafticipants indicated they were "Undecided with the following
wtcommendatlons: f

Recomderldition 12 (Broader Involve:bent) - 19%, Undecided

Recommendation 10 (Rural, Education Act) - )7; undecided"

liecommendation 14.(InternationatExperiments) - 1Sch undecided

: DIFFERENCE!: BETWEEN POPULATION GROUPS

For the pbrposes of the Rural Roundtables, four separate groups
,or populations constituted "the rural population. These groups were:

-Group 1 - Representatives of rural organizitioni

Group 2 - Rur11educators, administrators, school board members,
and representatives of rural educational orOmizatiOns
and associations

Group 3 - Representatives of State Departments of Education

Group 4 7 Rural individuals not associated with the other groups

The majority of the participants from each rural population group indicated
they either strongly agreed or agreed with each of the 28 recommendations.
The, range of agreement was from 96.5% tik rural'educators to Recommendation
(Flexible'Financing Formulas) to 55.7% by State Departments of Education to
Recommendation 10 (Rural Education Aet). Appendix D of this report
lfsts the rank order aqd percentage of agreement to each reconnendation
by each of.the rural populatjoe groups.

More representatives of rural organizations agreed with more of the
28recoMmendations than the other three groups. Eighty-two percent
(82%) of the,representatives of the rural organizations responded
with either an agree or ttrongly agree response to all 28 recommenda-
tions. This group was followed by rural edUcatorsond representatjyes
of educational organizations (76.3%), State Departments of Education
representatives (74.8%), and the general rural population (72.9%) in
the degree of, agreement witb the 28 recommendations.

All four groups of the rural population generally agreed.to the same
extent with each of the recommendat4ons. The groups varied less thafi.
15% from the highest to the lowpst group in twenty of' the 28 recomthendationf
Only to Recommendation 8 (Technical Assistance, 22.5% variance) and Recommet
11 (Local Capacity BUilding, 22.8% variance) did the groups vary more
than 20%. There was also little variance and great conOistency in
the rank-ordering of the recommendations by the groups: For tHe
rank order and percentage of participantstgreement by'recommendation
and group.see tne.table in Appendix D.
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NcOnsisOmcy iniagreement among the four rdral gm-tips-to specific's
recommendations is illtistrated in,the two recommendations wfth the greatesf

'4ariance.. The rtifal'groups, of-course,. responded-much more consistently tO
othet recommendations.. *

To Recommendation 8 agchnical Assistance), 90.2% of Ihe rtiral organization
representatiyeS indialted.they eilther strongly agreeld or agreed, whipe.81.4%
of the.rural educators,'70.6%,*of the general.rura) populance-, and 67.7%
of Stafe Departments of -Edutation,,representatives indicated suph,agreement:

.To Recommendation 11 (Local Capacity Building), 86.1%.of the'rura4 organization
representatives, 83.4% of State Departments of Education representatives,
81.5% of the rural.educators, and 63.3% of the general rural populance
indicated 'they ether agreed or stTongly agreed. : .

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN REGIONS

Participation in-the Roundtables varied considerably among the ten
USOE regions of the country. The range Qf participation waS from
118 rural individuals in Region I (New England States) tb ten in
Region III (Mid-Atlantic States). For this reason, specific comparisons
between region% is difficult. However, certain generalized findings
are possible.

Participants from all ten regions of the country generallx agreed
with the 28 recommendations, although the-range of agreement to
specific recommendations by particular regions was from 100% to
44%. All patticipants (100%) from two of the regions agreed to
several of the recommendations. In Region III (Mid-Atlaatic States),
100% of the particpants agreed with Recommendations,21 (Collaborative
Research Agenda) and 22 (Coordination of Vocational Programs). In.
Region VIII (Western Mountain and Plains States), 40% of; the participants
agreed with Recommendations 4. (Flexible Financing,F8rmulas), 21 (Col
laborative Research Agenda; 18 (Technology), and 20 (Rural Research).
This is contrasted with only 44,', of the participants from Region

agreeing with Recommendation 16 (Rural teacher Incentives).

Region VIII participant% tended to agree with more recommendations than the
other nine regions. Df the total responses to all twenty-eight
recommendations_., 82.6% of the participants from Region VIII responded
with either agree or strongly agree response. This is contrastedi
with Region IX, where 72.2% of the participants responded with an
agree or strongly agree response to the total twenty-eight recom-
mendations. Participants from the other-USOE regions responded to
hi] 28 recommendations by degree of agreement accordingly: Region
II - 81.9%, Region IV. 81.3%, Region III - 77.1%, Region X - 77.0%,
Region I - 76.4%, Regio VI 74.7% Region VII - 73.3%, and Region
V - 72.3%.

Participants from the t n regions of the country also responded
fairly consistently in their degree of agreement to specific
recommendations, although not to the degree that the four rural-groups did.
A rank orderirig of the specific recommendations by degree of agreement by
tipe participants from each region is found in Appendix.E of this report.
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PARTIC1PAIS' COMMENTS,TO RECOMMENbATIOdSe" ay
Many-of the,participants expresmd comments to-the various recomend
.which provide an insight into,thetr -ratpnale for their retponwes.
A summary of their comments to each recommemdatIonJollows,

RecomMendation 1 (ExlcuLive Ord er) (7428% *greementl
,

The majority (7418%) of the partictpants Who agread'u:Lth )htS reCON-
inendation which called for the President to itsue'an f Cupve Order
either indicated suChAin action was urgent1y.1444ed. .raise the
'nation's level of consciousness to the need$ of ruyál 6ducation or
stated simply that such An Executive Ordeewould/ nly have the possibility.

of producing benefits,for rural educatip,iv, ThOe two.feelings are
'illustrated by.tve6 participants' oihmenti: //

/

"This texecutive orderY is,An absplUte must."

'Not a long range solutIon and no assurance o$ aryjnajor
changes at all, but it,;(executive order) could be 4nstiluted
Quickly and possibly...help us."

More representatives of giral organizations (80.5%) agreecrwith this
recommendation than theAther three groups; rural educators (76.4%).
State Department of Epiation (62.0%)', and general rural popularte,
(66.6%).

Recommendation 2/kfnteragency CoorOnating Bod&) (60.4% Agreefnent)

While a mijoritg of the respondents (60.4%) agreed with this reccA-
mendation, which.called for the federal government tp establish a

federal interagency coordinating body, many expressed a concern that
this coordinating body might simply *owe a 'paper mill" and be
ineffective if it was not responsive to local needs. Almost all

'of.the respondents agreeing with this recommendation expressed a

concern,ASimilar to, "We don't need another ltvel of bureaucracy, but
we nee.0 the resources."

On the other hand, many respondents who disagreed with the recommendation
overwhelmingly stated they did not-wish to add to or enlarge the federal
governTent's education division, Repeatedly, they stated, "Too many
grtiops now!", "I don't want another agency to deal with.", and "This
woUld create another layer of bureaucracy."

1 I

',Recommendation 3 (Dffice of Rural Education) (60.1% Agreement)

The participants reacted to the creation of an.Office'of Rural Education
much.in the same manner as they did to the estalishment of an interagency
Coordinatin.g body (Recommendation 2), While the majority (60.1%)
favored the recommendation, many expressed a concern wit: increasing the
number of federal employees and regAlatory authority as videnced

5tatements such as, "I don't like to see additions to governMent
emproyees, hut if this is the only way (to draw attention to rural
needs then.it will have to be." and "Only if it (Office of Rural
Education) is for advpcacy and not regulation."



,

As with Redommendation 2; the,p0ticipants who disagreed with this.
recommendation feltes separate Qffice of Rural Education wodld add 'g

.another admihistrativegleyer to, the fecteral govOr'nment.1 This view,
. can be summ&ized by .011,4:Perticipant wbo stated, 'We have enoUgh

-,.'red tape to deallwith at,the present time without adding to that,
burden." ,

,g '...

,
_

.
,

4
?'" .

. .

.

ReCommendatiee 4 (Flektble Financing FormelasY .(94.9% Agreement) ..

' .

Pie paetigipants rateethis rIcommendatlon, callIng-for the 'federal
government te examThe financing formulas to ensure MWMUM local

. flexibility, the highest. Of the 498 participants who responded to
thiy redommendation, 332 (66.6%) 'indicated they strongly agree and
141 (28.3%) indicated they agree. All,groups and all regions were very'
consistent in their degree of agreement with this recommendation.

While agreeing very strongly with this recqmmendation, man.); participants
cited the need to establish a sparsity factor in existing formulas
to compensate for the diseconemies of scale in providing services
to "special" rural populations. Other participants frequently cited
the pressing need for local flexibility in administering federal
programs, again duegto the diseconomies of scale. The participants
expressed these two viems by stating:

"We must provide the same services to students without regard
to'siz of special populations."

"Sparsity factor definitely needs to be included in all
financing formulas to offset diseconomies of scale. Specific
rural set asides need to be initiated."

"Local flexIbilty is the key!'

"Existing fede al fprmulas and regulations governing fundideg
to rural states and local school districts prevent, or even
preclude, local initiative in Seekingsuch suO0ort and,
moreover, tend to negate local interest in seeking or
utilizing Federal funds."

"Amen! Federal funding is geared to numbers and density;
also to urban needs. Gufdelines and 6.iteria need revision."

The few negative responses And comments to Recommendation 4 questioned
the Constitutionality of federal aid to education, such as, "Federal
money should not be spent on education!", and "Leave education to the
States.",

1 .

-

Rec6Amendation 5 (AdditiOnal Financial Support) (891% Agreement)

As with Recommendation 4,. the great majority (89.1%) of the participants
also supported this recommendation which called for provjding

.

'4( additional support for the areas of transportation; facilities, and
/ delivery systems in rural school districts. Many paeticiptnts cited

the need for additional funds in these areas, but again they stated that
they didn't want to lose local control One participant summed up this
view by stating:

\, .

.
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Feddral
dexpeciall
issues.
Oolicies
and

support toward each of the

:1

bove areas. II- lacking ,

.

.,

y in the areas of-tragsportation4n4Henergy-related
Althougt additional sapport is necessary; Fedeeal .

and regulations must be 'responsive to-loCal,gontrol
of'iuth funds. .' .1 , *, -

frlecomnendatiOtr,6 (,Rural Curt-Munn) (77.2%, Agreement)

Over three aut,,..bf four participants (77.2%). dgreed'withthis recom-

mendation, which called for,the federal govermnent to encourage,
but not direct, the development.of relevant curricula forkrural °

schools. gany of-these participants stated that much of the
curriculum currently fn rural schoelt either has an urban bias or is'
outmoded. Many -participants also stated that curricula could be
.best developed atthe state 'or loCal level utile expressing a strong
concern.against tpe federal gove;-nment actually developingicurricula.

Many of thiparticfpanti who disagreed with this recommendation also
expressed the concern that curriculum decisions were state and local
decisions, but suggested that if the federal govermnent encburaged (supported
curriculum develooMent it would'ultimately beCome involved in the decision-
making procest.

) °

Recommendation 71Encourage Cogrunity-Based Organiiations) (77.8%
Agreement' 1

r

While the majority (77.8%) of the participants'agreed with this
recommendation whichcalled for the federal'governMent to encourage
and support community-based educational organizations, their commentt
were divided between trio points of view. One view was that community-
based educational organizations,are an untapped resource for rural
.schools in many areas. The other view ios that comnunity-based
educational organizations would.be competing with school districts ,

for already limited funds. The'reoresentative of rural organization
favored this recannendation (87% agreementl more than the other three groups.

Recommendation 8 (Technical Assistance) (78.2% Agreement)

Almost four out,of five (78.2%) of the participants agreed with this
recommendation which called for the federal government to provide
technicalefassistance to ural schools in order for them to.campete
with urban schools for competitive funds. Many of the participants,
who agreed with this recommendation stated that, "Rural administrators
rarely have-the time or stafrto compete for federal funds."

Participants who disagreecVwith the recommendation did so with the
idea that states should be providing the necessary technical assistance,
not the feaeral government,. Fewer State Departmenta of Education'repre-
sentatives (67.7%) ureed or stronglY agreed with this recommendation than
the other three groups.



Recommendation 9 CCommunichtion -Networkl'(85.6% Agreement).

The partittpants rated thilt recommendation, calling f'orthe fedeAl,
government to-support commUnication networks for rural schools, very.
higtIly: Mani of the participants who agreed cited the sharing oft

. information among rural districts as a pressing need. This'need
'is illustrated by one parttlp(ht.who stard, "Currently tbere. is
.Wway of Sharing datp in these disparite areas.'"

-
. .

.

-i. ...,.

The partictpants coressed basially two diffetent suggestions on
the establishment of a rural communicatton network. .0ne suggestion

, was to-Incorporate it int0.-existing networks such as.the National
131ffusion Network INON).,4he other.suggestion was to establish

.

an entirely separate network for rip.al schools.
. ./

Recommendation 10 CRurai EduCation Act) (63:9% Agreement)

The participants reacted to this recommendation, which calle4 for
enacting a Rural Education Actwalong two extremes. The majority
(63.9%) of the participants agreeing with the recommendationJelt
it was necessary to provide rural equity. 'This view was best-
expressed.by one participant mho statedt "It (rural equity) fs*the
only way it'-s going to happen." Howeier, several commenters also
'expressed concern that the legislation not create an additional

: administrative burden upon local school districts and erode local control
Ain decision-making.

The view of the participants who disagree with the recommendation'
can' best be illustrasted by one commenter' o stated, "Congress
has no business in educatipn.".

-

A sizeable ilumber (17.4%) of the participantt.stated that they
were undecided over this recommendation. This grOup of participant?
expressed confusion as to how a Rura.1 Education Act would ultimately impact
upon a local sfhool district.

Recommendation.11 (Local CaPacity BUilding) (79.9% Agreement)
/

. . (--
' While the majority (79.9%) of the participants agreed with this
recommendation, which called for the f eral government to prbvide
funds for assessing rural needs, many s 'that local control
must be maintained with few or ho strings at hed.,

,1
Participants d1sagr6ing with this recommendat either /elt that rural
distrigts.already knew what their needs were or that states and local
school districts should assess tOeir own needs without federal
involvement.

RecoMmendation 12 (Broaderinvolvement) (68.1% Agreement)

'r One comment, "Small fragmented programs are of little value to the
students involved." summed up the feelings of the majority (68-.1%)
of the participants who agreed with this recommendation. However, many of
these participants again expressed concern that local control be maintained

12
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in implementing this recommendation, which called for the supporting of

. -community-based organizations; committees, and instititions in an effort to
. meet local needs. r, .

.4

ParticiptAtt disagreeingkwith the recomaiendetion genegally felt that better
use oaf the.ttmeand fUnds !teeded to accomplishlhe recommendation should be
put into proxidino needed and direct services to studints. Almost oneout
of five part1c1pants;(191Q;) indicated theY Were undecided with this
remommendation, primarily due to their'uncertainty of how it wbuld 11#

actually be impleMented.
.

ir

ommendatlon 13 Coati ed Paulin 86 3% A reemen

I.

The majority (86.3%) of the partitipants agreed Irlth this recommendation,
which called for encouragingwyurel communities add organizations to '.
combine funding from various agencies to improve ierviees to stildents.
Many of the partic1pial ts cited'the disadvantages rural.schools have
with existing categori 1 funded prograis and suggested replacing
categorical programs w)!h greral assistance-similar to revenue sharing.

However, one participant presented the case for categorical,fundilig by stAt ilS
"Mechanisms are in place for similar interagenCy.agreements at.the local

vlevel In sorne cases, however, It may be desirable for fun4s to be
categorically allocated for issue protection."

Recommendation 1'4lInternational Experiments1 (66,0% Agreement)

The.majorlty (65.0%) of the participants agreed with this retommendation,
which advocated the federal government gathering and disseminating
successful rural education exneriments in other cduntries, though
not to the extent as most of the other recommendations.:.The participants'
responses and comments ranged from both ends of the speetivm,ancl all
points in-between. Two comments illustrate these extremes. One
participant, who strongly agreed, stated, "The U.S. could learn
much from such efforts as the Ausralian Country Education Project
and the United Kingdom's study on Sparsely Populated Areas."
Another participant, who strongly disrgreed, *tated, "Seldom do
programs in pther countries relate to America's rieeds." ,A size e number
(15.1% ). of the participants stated thbt they" were undecidetfwft1is
recommendation.

Recommendation 1 (Teacher Training) (71.2% Agreement)

Almost three out of four participants (71.2%) agreed with this
recommendation, which called for the federal government to provide
resources for establishing specialized rural,preservice and inservice
training programs. ,.,

9i)
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Many'participants whb exPressed agreement cited the teed far teacfier recrultment
and retention ip rural schools, RarticularlYPin th.e more qolated:rural districts.

- One participant expressed this need by, stating,-4We pay (teachers)
$2,000 above the state average, but we don't have a supply of extra.
pallple Wanting to tgach In- our system because of the rural area."
However,....4mosticartidipets stated that thetr rural teachers were
paid considerably less than urban areas,

r
More representatives of rbrardrganizations.(83:3%) 'agreed with this'
jrecommendation than ruhl educators (721,7%),, State Departments of
Education (63.4%),*ind the rural populance (66.6%).' The most common
objectioA to this recommendation were, that teacher training should
he a state or local function and that the proposed program would
create another categorical program with subsequent applications and-

.reporting forms.

Recommendation 16 (Rural Teacher Incentives) (68:0% Agreement)

. The majority of the participants who agreed with this recommendation
(68.0%) indicated that something is needed to attract.teachers Into
the rural.areas. ThigView was expressed by one participant who stated,
"Nothing like this.currently exists and is.definitely needed. Salary
differences fdr new and experienced teachers and administrators in
rural versus urbaA schools are discriminatory in states "where school
funding is tied to enrollments."

Fewer representatives of State Deparpments of Education (60.6%). agreed
with this recommendation than representatives of rural organizations
(79.9%), rural educators (69.9%), and the rural populpnce (63.3%). .

Also, more participants (8Z.0%) from Region IV agreed with this recommendation
than other regions. In fact, less than half of the parIicipants from
Region III (40.7%) and,Region VII (44,01) agreed with this recommend-
ation. )

Many of the participants disagreeing with this recommendation stated
that while such a program may attract teachers to rural areas they
probably wOuldn't stay there longer than they would be requi4d to do
so. One of these participantso teacher, stated, "The incentive
would hep me pay for my house, but rural sotools do not need personnel
who are interested only ip the incentive. This would only compound
the problems."

Recommendation 17 (Technology) (77.7%)

Participants from all rural groups and regions responded very similarly
to this recommendation. They generally stated that technology could
solve many of the inherent problems associated with isolated rural
argas. Several participantssited examples such as the Appalachian
Re0onal Satellite Project, %Mich could serve as models,

'"The participants who disagreed with)the recommendation questioned the
costs associated with such technology and the inflexibility of'rural
school districts' budgets to continue programs after federal
assistance ceases.

14
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ReCommendation 18 (Education Serfte Agencies) (80.1%4greement

a
, .

. -4 ,

While four out i4five of the 'total participants (80.1%) agreed wh
this rrommendatien, ni percent (90.0%) of type representatives
of rural organizations

A
. Many participan s from the group '

suggested the Agricultu xtinsion Service Model as a6 effective
.dgilivery system for rural areas.

.

.
.

, -
.

,

The few participants (9.2% who disagreed ivith thi recommendation generally

s'

stated that Education Service Agencies tend to restrict local control by
mandating certain.types of programs and service not necessarily needed
while at the same time further restricting local budgetary control.

Recommendatio,19 (Rural Oita) (71'.8% Agreement)

While the four rural group* responded very similarly 4/6b this recomme,ndation
(less than 10% difference between the highest and loweit group), parficipants
from the various regiOns differed,greatly from a range of 100% agreement

..

in Region VIII to 59.5% agreement in Region IX. .
.

Participants agreeing with tHe recommendation generally statedia
deficietcy exists in. collecting data on -simall rural districts. One participant 4
expressed this view y stating, "In 1976-77, there were 15891 school

redistricts of whic 41% were smaller rural distpicts operating with fewer
than 1,000 stude s, 27% were operating with fewer than 600 stwiePts
and 11.5% were operating with fewer than 300 students. Each of these '

school district size categories are faced.with their own unique problems.
Comparative data needs to be compiled and broken down in greater detail

. rather than 'Iumpingall districts with fewer than 2,500 students into .

one category. The National Center for'Education Statistics (NCES}
doesn't even collect data on.districts enrolling fewer than 300 students,
yet there are 1,247 districts operating K-12 schools wfth fRwer than
300 students."

Participantslisagreeing with the recoMmendation generally stated
that such a compilation of data would probably necessitate rural administratot..,
coall)leting more forms and reports.

,

Recommendation 20 iltural Research) (78.7% Agreement).

The majority of the participants agreeing with this'recommendation,

(7E3.7%) generally stated that more research is needed in rural schools,
but added that rural'schools must make the decisions whether to
implement or not implement prograMs. In other words, local
control muit be preserved.

The patticiparts who disagreed generally stated that research begets
more research and not necessarily better services. One participant
summed u7 this view by stating,-"Research inthis area is,for *
researchers, not to-improve education: Why Dot talk to the people
educatiny the childrenV
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RecbMmendation 21 jp:ollaborative Refearch Agenda$0:5%'A9reement)

- '

Only to ReCommendation 4 (ileiiblie"FfilanCing Formulas) Iditi incite parti-.
ci.pantcagr4 or stetngly.Logree with a Part.icular retodiendation. Over
Ainety percent (90.5%),agmeed with a collaboratiVewresearch agenda. All
groups-and regiops,of'ttieColintAy equally supported this recommendation. : The .
overwhelming thajority of tbe gattictpants,stated a se se of disbelief- ,.

that the research agenda Would -beestablishedrLwith ivolvement,of the
rural constituency.. Seve}.al prt1c'ipan exPressed threView by stating
."(There) should be ncuquestions aboat tPWs one.", agi-"Obviously, and
sabol boards also."

0

Ope participant, W'fille chastizing previous federal policy in this
area, pinpointed a dilemma,in accomplqhingthi recoMmendation.

"Both Federat,po cy 5nd practices that lead toethe egeiblishrgent of
-a 'researcip agenda have failed to include, in'apprOpriate proportions.

s,representklives from the rural community"- 'This dilemma, hO been enhanced,
at least part, by rural educators' lack of awareness ritt the
'process' of setting such-an agenda:"

.Recommendation 22 (Coordination' of.,Vocational Programs)_ (77.1% Agreement

Pareicipants from all population groups responded very consigitently in
agreeing to this recommendation.. 'The difference from the highest and
lowest rural group was only 41%. However, the 1-ange f agi-eement in .

the.regions was from 100% by Region III partipipants -to 67.4% b34 Regfon V I.

Participants (77.1%) agreeing with4he recommendation, whichd011ed r)
for the federal government to provide formal cbordinktion/of federal

4voCational Oid other training programs, stfted that they did so for
a number of peasons. Genéraliy,these participants cited the,need
for accessible vocational progrens in rural area-e and that hopefully,
such coordination at-the federal level would provide for a more
comprehensive approach to vocational training programs in rural areat.
These participants also stated that they did not wish to see additional
coordinating bodibs established. Rather:they stated existing personnel,
preferably at the state level, could'accomplish such coordination.-

Participants who disagreed with the recommendation generally stated
that ar4 formal Coordination would infierently create additional paperwork.

Recommendation 23 {Guidance and Counseling) (73.2% Agreement)

The majority of the participants (73.2%) supporting this recommendation
continually stated that rural schools are lacking in.guidance and
counseling programs and materials. One rural educator stated, "Too
many of our students today are:being counseled out of their local
coMmunities because of urban oriented vocational materials and ill-.

prepared rciral counselors who are not equipped to,work with school
and community development projects that would place emphasis-on
_teaching student skills tor creating their own opportunities in our
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small cdmeunities." Several participantt S'uggested using -eristing"
programt,sucK as Titlea-C of the Elementary and Sec Act#anci.. .

the National Diffusioptlietwork(NON) to develop and4fssemirural
guidance'and7reunse1ing prOgramS.'

,

rtiCipants.who.di. sagreed generally'stated that such dint am
beineffective'due to:the Uet that rural pepulations are too

d versified from community to .commuhity. The view was.txpressed.by
tWo part1c1pants.41te stated, "The needs of'rural learritm are
unique in'each-arer4f the United gates. In no,way should the-
federal governmtnt be involved in this kind of: siervjc'e..,: The'

:other one stated, "1 dOubt that:rural and urban:kids,a4Ahat
different in psycHtlogical development and needs, nor -Can setrof
materials be dgveleped to meet the various,rural. Populations."

Reciijiiendation 24 (Vocitionil Service Deliveri Systems) (81.8%
Agreement)

4

- -

Over four out of five participants (81.8%) expressed agreement with this
recommendation which called for thelfederal government te support research
program development and evaluatiOn of career/vocational services to rural
clientele. There was little difference in the degree Of agreeMent by ''

the various rural populations and regions of the country.
1

One'rural educator perhaps concerned that such support could be
fragmented without proper directions stated, ql agree) if.offered
as an integral ,component of a comprehensive delivery system. There is

: the threat here of piecemeal development."
\

. While another rural educator

la
ted, "(The) federal role in research

,

iais never disputed,", althoulh everal of his colleagues disagreed
and stated, "Tht Feds' should s y out. This is a state and local.,
function."

'Recommendation 25 (Broad Based Vocational'Education)'(85.2%
Agreement) ,

.

4 ..

While the Majority of the'participants (85.2%) expressed agreement with
the general:intent of'this necogmendationwhich called for the
federal governMent to sepport broad-based vocational education-
programs, they differed' on the 'rationale for so. doing. One viewpoint !

was that vocational education should'Serve.as a Catalyst to stimulate

Wtationa71, education-should provide the wfde range of training.to enable

economic develepment in rural vieWpoint waS' that rural

rural yOungsters.who chost' to leave the rural community to tiebableto
compete in the urbanized areas.

One rural educator'stated that the turrent vocational'education program
generMly prohibits broad-based vocational training in manyrural
areas due to the mandatory requirement to Provide training for 'only the'
occupations whtch are projected to'have o rtunities in their

. community or area.' s
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Recommendation 26 (Rural Women) (67.6% Agreement)

Even though Voo ou of three participants_(67.6%) agreed with this
-recommendat on ny stated that other minorities, such as migrant
workers and Nat1e Americans, are also in need ahd should likewise be
included.'

The suggestion most ofte; recommended by, the participants was providing
day, care services for women entering or re-entering the work force. /
Many of these participants also stated that strict requirements of day-care
facilities have foreed many day-care facilities to shut down in
rural areas.

'Many of the participets who disagreed with the recommendatiok *cited
a concern over establishing another "categorical".program which
Would- require additional papervlork.

40
Recommendation 27 (School Consolidation Rolicies) (63.5% Agreement)(

Even though over three out of five participants (63.5%) faVdred this
recommendation, which called for the federal government to assess the
wisdom of school consolidation policies, it was rated one'of the ,

lowest of the 28 recommendations. jn fact, more participants (70)
strongly disagreed with this4recommendation than any other.

Many of the participants who agreed with the ricommendation expressed
caution that the federal government's role.should only be to provide
support for research or studies pertaining to school consolidation
and never become involved in the actual decisions as to whether a rural
school district should or should not be consolidated.

The Participants who disagreed generally &tatted that the federal gávernment
should not be involved in anything pertaining to school consolidation.

Recommendation 28 (Energy) (79.0% Agreement)

The majority (79.0%) of the participants supported this recommendatift,
which called for the federal governmentrto develop a program of energy
conservation measures. Little difference existed between the various
rural groups in their degree of agreement. However, there wdre slight
differences between participants from the various regions of the
countrY. The participants from the Northeast sections of the country
(Region 1-86.0%; Region 11-85.7%; and Region 111-88.8%) expressed more'
agreement than the participants from the South and Southwest sections
of the country (Region 1V-76.9% and Region V1-66.6%).

Many participants who agreed with the recommendation offered 'suggestions
on how suth an energy program might operate. For example, one
participant stated,

"(The energy program ) should be in toesteps:
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1. Energy-assessments, such as theMSD/NEIG project, on the use
of thermographic analy$Is of heat loss and resulting recommend-
ations for alternative solutions, and

2. Fiscal support' for retrofitting/reconstruction efforts'by
local school districts. The establishment of Federal minimml
guidelines have not been very effective since, once again,
Fideral perceptions, policies, and mandates do not.tYpicellY
consider state and local input and governance of the solutign
process."

The parttOpants who disagreed with the recomendation generalty
stated that they telt this was presently being implemented by the ,

Department of Energy and consiOuentty not needed. ;

1 9
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NAL FiliSPECTIVES CH unscurAnai CF FEIIERAL MCKIM

PrtG4AS IN MI NiAS

-In addition to obtaining grass root judgements on the validity of
the 28 recommendations, a major objective of the Roundtables was to
solicit information frOM rural educators bn how.current Federal
educational programs impact upon the condition of education in
rural schbols.-, In other words,-rural. educators'were asked to

*identify specific perceived deficiencievin existing Federal education
Programs and to suggest ways in which these.deficiencies could be.
corrected. Ibis section attempts to summarize their comments and
suggestions by program.

- TITLE I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA)

%--lecknt amendments to Tifle I requires each local school receiving
assistance to.have a [Went Advisory Council'in addition to a
district-wide council. Although several rural educatbrs cited this
as a problem, one educator summed up the effects of this requirement
in small schools.

"The specific regulatory requirement in question is Section
125.0 Public Law 95-561. This section spetifies new
procedures concerning the formation of school area parent
councilt in addition to a district-wide parent coUncil.
Provisions of this section then implemented result in the
formation of an excessive number of school advisory councils
in a rural state where small schools are numerous, parents
few,.and funds limited. In addition, this law places an undue,
burden upon project directors to implement Its requirements
limiting their effectivenessin othemareas.

The law requires thai a district advisory council and three
school advisory council's be formed in our district. The
four councils are expected td be:active for only sixty-five
part1c40ants in all three elementaries. The superintendent/ .

project director would be responsible for coordinating their
formation,and continuing attivity.. This places an undue
amount of eXtra admdnistrative requirements for $23,000.
Our state has numerous examples of this type. -

A change is recommended to the rules and regulations previously
in effect. Section'116a. 23(f) does not require local
educational Agencies to have sthool advisory councils if it

. has 1,000 or fewer students or has onty one attendance center.
This regulation excluded small schools with a number of wheel
attendance areas but did include urban areaswhere additibnal-
parent involvement is netessary."
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Several rural educators cited the recently enacted Title I ConcentrationGrants as being intended primarily for urban school districts, but
.dfd not state specifics.

One rural educator requested additional flexibility in use of Title
! material for rural schoo?s.

"There is also some Concern thaematerials.purthSsed for 'y
Title rschools should not be shared in builOngs that do not
qualify. Thii is.understandable to a degree, but wouldn't
it be mere desirable to share these availablelmaterials with

46other teachers when they were not in use in Title I buildings?
In many rural schools, the materials and equipment resources .are inferior."'

TiTLE IV,.ELEMiNTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA)

Many of the participants stated that Title IV of ESEA both Part Band C were workable programs in rural schools, although they had
several suggestions on possible improvements. One suggestion was
to build into'Title IV-C a criteria which would allow for funds
to be ewardedon the basis of documented needs as well as costs per
pupfl. The commenter who Offered this suggestion stated that'rural schoolsoften have a.higher per pupil cost in programs and that this higher costis monitaken into account in the awarding of funds. Another suggestion
was tvencourage greater flexibility in Title IV-B by allowing inservicetraining for the teachers to became aware of'exemplary instructional methodin using ihe purchased materials and equipmeht.

EDUCATION OF 7HE HANDICAPPED ACT, P.L. 94-42

Several participants stated that.transportation costs to comply wfth
Public Law 94-142 were excessive in isolated rure) areas where distances
arc great between facilities and students. The'serparticipants recam-mended providing additional funds to these districts to cover these
transportation costs.

ceveral other participants stated that the costs of providing IEP mahdated
instretienal and related ser;lccc in rural schools are also excessivedue to t!,e cmaIl mcnber cf handicapped children in need of highly specified
services. These participants also stated that often they are unable torecruit and hire specialists or to contract for the heeded services inremote rural areas.

One,participant described his frustration by stating that, "P.L. 94-142sho4ld be funded at 100% of excess costs. -As director of an eight
school district co-op with an ADA of 4,200 students, we have insufficientfunding available: After school started this year I had eight pro-
foundly .handicapped students move into seven different diatricts.
Two of these students required a one to one ratio of teacher to student. .Oee chiii had been in a psychiatric mental wird as a resident. Allnf my classes were in progress and My 94-142 funds designated for
specific students as per my applqation which took four months to be
mfpreved. Money should be available in high growth rural areas for
§"Ituations such as Ws."
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT

One participant suggested that small enrollments exclude many rural
schools from receiving vocational education funds for Disadvantaged
and Handicapped stdidepts and Professional Development under Subpart
3 of the Vocational Education Act.

Another participant suggested that restricting vocational education
programs to employment needs'in the immediate area in effect limited
the vocational training options of rural students.. His'recommendation
was, to eliminate this requirement and allow local districts to determine
the types of trainlIng. offered.

Concern-was also expressed by one participant about the perceived changes
OCcurring in vocational agriculture.

"My own background is Agricultural Education and I have worked
in,, this field as a high school teacher for eight years and a
teacher educator for twenty-two years. At you perhaps know,
this program was originally designed to be vocational which
became translated into a program for high school youth and
'adults who were engaged in agricultural occupations. Such
a pole for this teacher required a strong community orientatiot
working with people engaged in agricultural work.

Much of this orientation is changing and increasingly this _

program is r'etreating.to a high school classroom program.
Such a change reduces teacher contact with those enga0ed in
agricultural work (adults) which aften reduces the emphasis
a teacher.devotes to supervised occupational.experience
programs for high school youth in the program.;lincreasingly
youth programs (FFA) are becoming more school d less commupity
oriented. Roughly, 20% of our teachers of agriculture are
now employed less than twelve months. This situation is a
concern to Agricultural Educators in the nation and the
Southern States."

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT,(ESAA)

Several rural educators cited the ESAA programs as mainly beneficial
to urban Areas. 'They stated that this was due to the evaluation
criteria of applying both "quality" and "quantity" points. They
stated that quantity points are given to applicants based upon the
sheer numbers of minority students in the district and the numbers
of students affected bit a distria's Desegregation Plan. On the
other hand, they stated, "quality" points are given to applicants,based.
upon the educational soundness of a district's application and,
inStructional methodologx related to its identified need. Several
rural educators stated that the application of quantity points places
them at a severe disadvantage in competing for ESAA funds.
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GENERAL cOMMENTS

)Most of the rural educators itated that while tne intent o* federal
programs was commendable, they (Federal Aducation programs) need to
be made more flexible for the small rural *school districts. Rural
educators continually stafed that the amount of funds,received often
doesn't justify the administrative costs.

The overwhelming concerns expressed by rural educators to Federal education
programs in gencral were on the excessive amount of paperwork required to
receive and maintain federal funds and the excessive amount of restrictions
mandated by the categorical nature of federaj education programs. According
to the rural educatqrs, these two concerns affect small rural school districts
to a greater extent than large urban districts due primarily to the
diseconomies of scale.

They also stated that small rural schools have certain characteristics
.

which are not copsidered by moSt feqeral education programs. One
participant described two of these characteristics by stating, "Spdrsity
of population and small numbers of clients to be served are characteristics
which can be generalized to most rural areas. These two characteristics
create a host of problems for rural educatots. The two most common
are:

1. High costs for travel in terms of both time and money.

.2. High cogs on a per client served basis for programs and
services.

'Because of these two problems, rural populations are extremely disad-
vantaged in the availability of 0 broad range of educational ftograms.

,

Many potential rural clients remain unserved because costs are considered
excessive. If rural populations are to be adequately servdd, the high
program costs associated with sparsity of population and the small
numbers of potential clients must be addressed by fUnding procedures."
-

Several rural educators offered suggestions on ways in which the
characteristics of rural'schools could be taken into account by the
federal government in its.distribution of educational funds. The
!most frequently cjted suggestibns'were:

Ehminate the categorical nature of federal program funding
and replace it with a general revenue sharing type of aid.

2. Institute a sparsity factor in entitlement formulas.

3. Establish a rural set-aside in entitlement and discretionary
greint programs.

Several rural educators also described theii federal programs and
the benefits they (federal programs) provided to students. One
example ;Of' this type Of description is from a rural superintendent
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who stated, "The Title I money th w4Are receivd in the past 3
years MS been increasing from abcm j14000 per year uhtil now we
'received $18,00e this year. This mot* has been used to fund our
Developmental Reading Program. We feel:Oiat this program has given
much needed individual attentton to thermading problems of scale
of our youngsters.

Title IV-B mbney over the past years has been Used to help the Area
IducatiOn-Agency purchase films, used to purthase a computer terminal,
and used to almost complete the closed circultTV system in the
building, 'It has been very helpful.

Last summer, all of our elementary teachers who tiach,reading were
able to work thrie days during the summer on specie materials because
of money from Title IV-C.

L.

Of course, we also get help with the.hot lunch prograM from the federal
government:thus enabling,us to provide a good meal at very reasonable
prices,

All-in-all I believe that the federal money we receive is put to very
good use. The imajor problem with federal funds -IP the many guidelines
attached to it. Sotetimes an administrator gets the feeling that he!s
not to be trusted. I realize that taxpayers are pushing for accountapility,
but much money is inaccessible because of the many uquirements with',7
which the school must comply. I believe this to bellarticularly true
in small rural schools."

24
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DISCUSSIO14 Atib IMPLICATIONS

As the findings indicate, the rural participants responded favorably to all
28 recommendations an4 did so in a fairly consistent manner across the various
rural popUlations and regions of the country. The implication of such
consistent favorable responses ts that the rural participants wouldsupPort
a federal rural education initiative directed towards achieving the objectives
of the recommendations..

However, the rural participants' support was conditional and not carte blanche.
The participants repeatedly stated under what terms and conditions they
supported each of the recommendations. In general, these terms and
conditions advocated such an initiative should be built upon and not diminish
the strengths of rural schools in correcting the identified weaknesses.

The implication of the rural participants supporting a-federal rural,/
education initiative is put in perrectiVe when one considers several
questions and.observations.

First, were the Rural Roundtablejarticipants actually-repreentatives
of the rural constituency it the grass root level? To begin with,
one would encounter the same difficuTty in attempting to define "grass
root level" as one would have defining the term "rural." Nevertheless, .

several facts need to be Testated. Over 2,300 individuals were invited
to the Roundtables nation-wide. The majority of these invitations
were sent ta rural education practitioners, i.e. rural school
superintendents.

While the majority of the actual 279 participants at the Roundtables
wereprimarily representatives of professional education organizations,
colleges and universities, and State Departments of Education., the
majority of the 229 responies returned by mail were from rural sChool
administrators and teachers. With these facts in mind, the question of
whether the Roundtable participants were actually representatives of the
rural anstituency at the grass roots level will probably be answered
based upon individual interpretations and motives. .Regardless of
in'terpretation and motive, it is felt a concentrated effort was made to involve
the actual rural constituency in the'Roundtables. Furthermore; it

, is seriously questioned whether a more representative and greater
sample of the rural constituency could have been assembled and involved
in the validation of the 28- recommendations th'rough any other process
considering the extemely short time line for the validation process
and.fiscal constraints of not reimbursing participants' costs.

Second, is the rural constituency a unified group as indicated py
the, small variance between -its dilTeren1 groups and regions of the
country? The part1c1pantS1 responses were very consistent in the
degree of agreement to specific recommendations between the different
identified segments of the rural population and regions of the count4iy..

It is not felt that the rural constituency is a unified group. At
all roundtables, participants continually noted the great difference
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among rural.populations in different sections of the country. Several ,

factors, perhaps, could account for the great similarity of agreement
to the recommendations among the different groups and regions of the country.

1. Almost all recommendations referred to local determination.
Therefore, each population group'and realon could have
interpreted the recommendations'as possibly solving their
local needs..

2. Participants at the Roundtable discussion groups heard different
positions and opinions which mightv have influenced their responses

. one way or another.
"N.

3. All recommendations were written very posititely without reference
to the specific impact upon persons-or situations. To quote one

-participant. "I would like to say that I hope the needs of
rural America could be defined in more specific terms. To
be against any of these general terms would be like being
against Chevrolet, motherhood, and baseball."

Third, why did the participants cOnsistently favor certain_recommendations
over others? For example. Recomendation 4- (Flexible Financing FormuTas)
was the most highly supported recommendation by almost all groups '

and regions. Likewise, Recommendation 3 (Rural Education Office)
was the least supported by almost all groups and regions.

The Rural Roundtable participants apparently favored recommendations
which they perceived as producing direct and visible benefits with
fewer potential liabilities more so than recommendations in which the
benefits were perceived as being unclear and vague or the potential benefits
could'be diminshed by potential liabilities (loss of local control or
increased paperwork). To illustrate this point, it is necessary to describe
the most favored and least favored recommendations in light of perceived'

/benefits and liabilities.

The four most highly rated recommendations were Recommendations 4
(Flexible Financing Formulas), 5 (Additional Financial Support),
21 (Collaborative Research Agenda), and 13 (Cembine Funding).

Recommendation 4 called for the examination of federal financing
formulas and other funding mechanisms to provide maximum local
Clexibility. If the Majority of the rural population felt they
presently are not receiving an equitable share of federal funds, any
examining'Of current forMulas could only produce greater funds. Key
words in the.recommendation were 'provide maximum local flexibility"
which implies local control of decisions. There is no apparent
liability with this recommendation.

Likewise, Recommendation 5 called for additional support in the areas
of transportation, facilities, and delivery systems to provide equitable
services to special populations. Here again, the benefits would be
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additional funds for several of the most expensive cost factors of
rural schools --transportation, facilities, and delivery Systems- -
expecially when related to special populations such as the handicapped.
The liabilities could be additional paperwork in the form of'reports
and applications; but since these are major cost factors, the potential

, benefits apparently overshadowed the liabilities.

Both Recommendation 13, which calls for rural communities and agencies
to be encouraged to combine funding from various agocies, and Recommend-
ation 21, mollich calliefor the rural education to be
estiblishedrip conjunction with the rural communities, ve the potential
of producing only benefits without liabilities. These recommendations,
of course, were consistently rated highly by all groups an4 regions.

-

The least favored recommendations were Recommendations 3 (Rural Educatiom
Office), 2 (Interagency Coordinating Body), 27 (School Consoldiation), -

and 10 (Rural,kiucation Act).

Recommendations 1>-(Interagency Coordinating Body), 3 (Rural Education
Office), and 10 (Rural Education Act) uere perceived by the
partfcipants as pertaining to, ediarging, or establtshing another
bureaucracy. While each of these recommendations could provide, or
at least enhance, the possibility of additional lUnds or other assistance .

for'rural schools, apparently the rural participants perceive potential .

Aiabilities in the form of increased paperwork and/or loss of local control.

Regardless of the participants' reasons for favoring certain recommend-
ations over others, they clearly stated which recommendations would be their
Oiorities in a Federal Rural Initiative. These priorities are for the *
federal government to:

1. Examine federal financing formulas and other funding mechantsms
to provide local flexibility in rural districts (Recommend-
ation 4).

2. Establish the rural research agenda with the rural constituency
(Recommendation 21).

3. Provideadditionaltupport for transportation, facilities,
and delivery systmos to rural districts (Recommendation 5).

4. Enable and encourage rural districts to combine funding
from various programs (Recommendation 13).

5. SuPport communication netuvrks to share information among
rural educators (Recommendation 9). ..

6. Support broad base vocationa) education programs in rural
areas (Recommendation 25).
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Fourth, many states, professional educational organizations, associations,
and rivate citizen's rou s have been concentratin their resources an
energ es nto t e mprovemen o u n rura areas or severe
ye:rs_. Representatives -frem several states, organizatfons, associations,
an groups presented ttleir effprts in rural educatien at regional
Roundtable discussions. The iinplication of this statement is that the
education division of the federal government should examine previous and
on-going efforts in rural-tAucation and involve these states, orginizations,
associations; and groups in its RIO-al Education initiatiip.

Fifth rural ..rt ci. n at the Roundtables a..reciated the o it rtunit
o nvo v n a poss e. era ura uca on n t at ve.
apprec ation was evidenced by both written and oral comments at all
Roundtables. The implication is that there is interest, whether pro or
con, in a federal Rural Education Initiative anong the rural constituency
and expectatiohs of future involvemeht have been raised. The rural
constituency needs to be infonned of and involved'in any potential federal
Edu;ation-Initiative actions.

Six h the examination of the rural educe rs su es/ions on im rov
spec c ce 0 ,ucat on prograum n ca a ac so awareness
on /he part ofrrural educators as to Aat are actually federal regUlation4011
and ..licies and wiiat are state lan o erations. This is understandable
s nce most era un s rece v-. rura stricts flow through State .

Departments of Education. This lack of information reinforces the belief.
/hat some rural districts are.not receivin4 their equitable share,of USOE
support in technical assistance and dissemination services.

It was originally envisioned-that rural educators would cite specific
"chapter and verse" of federal legislation,.regulations, or policy
which they felt were discriminatory to rural schools and then recommend
corrective actiOn. The fact-that the rural educatort, were not able
to do so or simply did not do so reflects one of the characteristics of
rural school admimistration--lack of specialists in federal program
coordination. It was continually pointed out by the rural constituency
that often the superintendent is also the building principal, teacher, '

coach, public relations specialist, federal program coordinator, etc.
in many rural schools.

This situation could be contrasted with thp Urban school dtstrict
which usRally has specialists for each of these functions'. If this
had been an "Urban Roundtable",and urban educators were,asked to identify
"chapter and verse,* it is suggested that urban educators probably have
been able to do so to a grpater extent since most large urban districts
have full-time federal education specialists.

Seventhi_a minority, but veri vocal minoritY, of the rural participants
continuall stated-that the federal overnment shoul s out of rural
mat on. t re s era ura on n t at ve, t mus

be sediitive to the views and beliefs of'this rural segment.
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Finally, Ihe rural articipants

continually. emphakized that they wanted19Ea1 controT-and less administrative burt retardless of the recomendation
Alhactriin. 'Even'though the majority ofile rural participants agr'ied1- all -28 recommendations, mini did so with the disclaimer that local
control and decisionmaking must be preserved'and the recommendationor'action must not create an aAministrative' and piperrrk burden.

Afthough the word "local' was Olobably the most used word by the 4participants in their comments, it apparently had different connotationswhen applied by the various participants to various circumstances. For,eample; to Recommewiation 18, which called for the federal governmenttP support the use.of education service agencies, one participant
used "local" to indicate a state level decision while another used "local"Ito indicate a county level decision. Stmilar types of individualA
interpretations of the word "local" were applied throughout thec0mments. Regardless of individual aPplication, it is apparent thatthe rural participants frequently advocated control of.many Aecisionsat some level other than the federal government.

4:

Aare

4

29



APPENDIX A
NATIOWAL SENINA1 ON RURAL EDOCATI01.

.RECONMENDAII_O-NS

39

4
f



6

WITIONAL SEMINAR ON RURAL EDUSATION

RECOMMENDATIONS

'May 29 - 31, 1979

.UNIVERSITT OF MaRYL,AND

'S'ONSORS:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION' AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATIM-
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
BUREAU OF ELEMENTARY AD SECONDARY EDUCATION

NATIONAL-INSTITUTE OF EpUCATION
PROGRAM ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND ORGANIZATION

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SCIENCE AND EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION

2-\
?These recommendatkns in no way represent official
policy-of the'federal government, nor official endorse-
ment,by any of the organizations with which attendees are
associated. The votes recorded were obt4qed by ballot

io-ittendees.after the seminar. Ballots were
returned by 64'of the 105 registered participants.
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PREAMBLE

'Rural Americans have a strong amd leiltimate right to
have their rural valuet and rural life ways,respeCted
and enhanced. It is crucial-for the federal government
to attend to the well-documented pressing needs of rural
people whotlive in areas ,characterized by severe economic

'decline,:widespread poverty, and unemployment, and low
educational attainment; but to do this in a way that is
carefully designed to. preserve indigenous rural values.

1, A national policy of rural development is long past due.

The federal governmeht's education programs"have often
'been characterized by negleCt.of the problems of rural
education. The federal government's commi'tment td eqUity
far all children should mean that discrimination based
on place of residence and sparsiiy of population will no
longer be tolerated:

In addition, ruril schools have a
AM

unique contribution
to make to the solution of the-nation's educational
problems. Now that the difficulties?of providing high
quality education in very large comprehensive schdols
are increasingly apparent, the nation needs the knowledge
of how to have effective education in mailer, more
humane, units.

Individuals and organizations who participated in the
first National Semiriar on Rural.Education call for
actions.

To:

1. End neglect.and discrimination against rural
areas.

2. Provide special support for dealing with the
unigud problems of education within rural areas.

3. Recognize education as a critical component in
any strategy of rural development.
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I. EQUITY AND QUALITY FOR RURAL EDUdATION

A. Elimination of Anti-Rural Aias

Conference Recommendations:
Vote

For Against 1. The Presideni should issue an executive order,
directing the examrtation of existing and

45 18 pending education policies, legislation and
regulations to eliminate any'discrimination
against, or neglect of, rural populations.

.For Against

54 JO

For Again t

53 10'

t'

. .

2. A.federal interagency coordinating body should
be established to facilitate the concentration
of responses to rural needs by groups and'
gencies concerne4 with the delivery of ed--
catianal and support services to rural populatons.

3. An Office for Aural Educationshould be
established within the Education Division
of the Department of Health, Educition, and
Welfare (DHEW), and each of the agencies and
regional offices within the Education Divi4on
should appoint at least one Rural_Xducational
Officer to work with that Office.

Explanation

In the past rural populations have often been
. neglected, and.often discriminated against. These
anti-rural attitudes and practices'are presently
found in many Policies, legislation,, and recommen-
dationscross all Departments of,the federal
government. A Presidential executive ordet would ,

facilitateitmost rapidly a comprehensive examination
I of such anti-rural bias, and its elimination.

H%causejederal legislation and regulAtions rarely
Contain xplicit provisiont for rural areaa, many
affect rtiral areas in unforeseen ways. In addition
different pieces of regislation with explicSt
rural emphasis are Often implemented in Conflicting
andoverlapping ways. Some coordinating body is'
needed to 4eal with these situations.

112
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Eve'n given these steps, eaCh agency needs
an explicit rural presence, a rural ombuds-
man,,or rural interests will tend over a
time to be overlooAed or disregarded.
Among the responsibilities of an Office
of Education arld the responsibilities of
an Office of Rural Education and the
Rural Education:OfficerS WOUld be:

1. assuring that infbrmation on federal
discretionary programs is disseminated
to rural districts and adequate assist-
ance is,peavided in prepaiing appli-
cations and proposals;

2

I.

monitorin9-programs to assure that
rural districts recieve. a fair share
of lederal monies;

3. revsini as needed or required, guide-
lin egulations, and program designs
so that unique conditions of
Tural education are accomodated in
each prOgram.

B.. Special Populationt in.Rural Areas

Conference
Vote

For Aginst

60

r

leCommendations:
_

4, The impact of federal _financing formulas
and other funding mechanisms should be
examined to provide maximum local flexi-
bility in dealing with the needs of special
rural popul4tions.

5. Additional support in the Areas of trans-
55 7 portation, facilities and delivery systems

,

should be,cOnsidgged to enable rural districts
to provide.equitable serviceS to special

, populations.
Exiylanation

Often the financing formulas and other funding.
mechanisms used to distribute federal resourses
fail to account.for the conditions in small rural
districts, thereby either making it nearly
impossible for-a rural district to qualify; or
else imposing severe and counter-productive con-

,
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straints on the wai in which they are required to
utilize the'resources,

In addition, even an equal.shire offederal funds,
on a per pupil dasis, often will be insufficient
lb overcome the diseconomies of scale involved
in providing special,rural populations with ser-
vices cOmparable to those.available in urban and
suburban areas. Some additional incentives and
comptnsating'factors are needed..

Examples-:.

The Commissioner shOUld consider such*steps as:

I. Revising funding meohanisms in Categ6rical
programs (e.g., using sub-county'allocatiOns
for Title 1; eliminating the necessity to
generate $7,500 in P.L. 94-142; using
proportions of itudents in a given locale,
rather than number of students, as the
criterion):

Examlning.state plans where required by
t'ederal lay/ to assure equity for rural
special populations by requiring, if
necessary, a sparsity factor in state
formulas.

3. Providing rural set-asides and special rural
competitions for federal funds.

C. Enhanc ng, Local Initiatives

Retommendations:

Conference 6. The federar government should encourage.vote but not 4irect, the developmept of local-
For Against, lv relev&R& curricula through the provision

of resources to support ruxal educators in
58 5 collecting data; reviewing and adapting, or

generating new materials appropri3te to local
needs; and obtaining appropriatik training.

56 7 7. The federal governmeAt should encour.age and
support community-based educational organi-
zations and initiatives, particularly thode
serving traditionally neglected populations.

1
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2 8. Technical-assistance should be pro-
vided to ruralischOol districts to
compete,on a more equitable basis'
for competitively-awarded Orogram
funds.

'59. 5 9. The federdl vovernment Should Suppert
CommUnication networks which will invite
4nd encourage the sharing of information

.' arbong all rural education efforts, a.nd -,

between such efforta and all levels of
Y .government.

4

Explanation

Widespread evidence supports'the need for involvinglocal people in adapting or developing educational
improvement efforts. Non-involvement virtually
giiarantees lack of implementation and impact.
However, the expertise and manpower are often
unavailable, and the.co.sts are.too high, for
rural schools and coMmunities to collect andadapt, or develop, locally releant materials.
Special support is needed.

Often the appropriate and effective delivery,
educational services to rural areas require morethan the traditional formal education system,
particularly to reach populations who have been
poorly served. Community-based educational
organizations have proven viable and effective
mechanisms for reaching such populations in ruralareas.

Recent evidence suggests that in competitive grantsprograms in particular, rural areas are awarded less
than a Ealr'share of the federal grants dollars.Since small districts have few personnel available.who have the time or expertise to develop competitivlystrong proposals, adMinister federal programs, and
respond to data requests ahd.reporting requirements,
federal policy must recognize these limitations.
Technical assistance in competing and administering
are needed.
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At present, rural 9chool districts and rural
colleges generally:.have limited ways of communi-
cating'the unique needs of a rural system to
state and federal agencies. Conversely, no
no clear channel of communication exists from
the federal level and the states to rural School
districts. Deliberate efforts are needed to
create such communication mechan,ism.

4
Examples

Among the activities which the federal govern
ment should undertake are:

1 Supporting the development of rural teachers'
skills and knowledge to do curriculum
adaptation or development work, through
such strategies as the funding of itine;ent
"master" teachers, summer teacher training
seminars, and the designation of particularly
sudtessful rural teachers to work with,other
teachers in thdir state or region.

2. Revising the eligibility procedures for
Institutional participation under various
laws, such as the Higher gducation Act,
to include cowunity based programs, par-
ticularly those serving traditionally
neglected populations.

1. Allowing educational servlce agencies
to provide technical assistance 'and cIiiii
strative support to a grOup of rural)districts
in competing for and carrying out Tederal
proj,ects. (See Recommendation 18)

4. Sponsor a Seminar and continuationof the
conference as a forum to :3iscuss the impact,
of proposed and enacted federal legislation,
regulations and policies on the rural school
cc,ntQxt, inc1J;ding such factors as form
de.sign, fund distribution mechanisms, and .

evaluation procedures for rural schools and
rural colleges. ,
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,5. -Providing, a mechanism through hich
needs could be assessed, priorities

.

identified, and other input solicited
from rural schools andfdiStricts within
states, regiolls and across the nation;1,

6. Supporting a network of rural schools
and rural colleges in each state and
region.for the purpose of sharing useful
and apPropriate information on a variety
of topics and concerns facing rural schools.'

7. Using professiOnal organizations, such .

as the American Association of School, Admini
'strators (AASA), the Natidnal School Boards
Association (4SBA), the Association of
School Business Officials (ASBO) the American
AssociatiOn.of Community an& Junior Colleges.
(AACJC), and other communicatiOn mechanisms
than just theexisting formal education
agencies and institutions.

D. A Rural Education Act

Recommendation:
ainst

10. Federal legislation sho4d be enacted to
enable rural areas to overcome problems
that are unique to rural education if

13 these are not adequately addressed by
correcting the inequities'in present
'IegiSlation,- regulations, and programs..
Such legislation would be called the
Rural Education Act.

Explanation

Even if inequities in present legislation
and present allocation mechanisms were
el,iminated so that all rural areas received
an equitable proportion of federal funds,

':there most probably would still be speciAl
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problems to be overcome, requiring additional
resources, before rdral ateas woulelbe able
to mount equivalent edUcational programs to
those provided in non-rural areas. While
this might be accompliahed.by,adding separate
special "isolation"- facottsto exiSting form-
ulas, a more efficient way Wodld be the enactment
of a special Rural Education ACt., Such as Act
wotild have the additional advaetalle of foclising
attention on the unique problems and advantages
of rural education,and rural schoolieg.

II. LINKING RURAL DEVELOPMENT.AND RURAIL EDUCATIadv,,

A. Enhancing Local Initiative

, Conference
Vote

For Against

Rec,ommendations:

11. The federal government should make avail-
57 4 . able funds in such a way*that they increase

the capacity of rural populations to assess
broadly the local needp that aftet,the g

provision of effective educational programs,
and to initiate and implement activities to
meet thoSe.broader community deeds.

12 Particular emphasis shoulA be placed on
53 10 supporting community-based organizations,

committees., and iesitutioe,s-wil-ich involve
a cross-section'of the community- in a
collaboratke effort to meet some 112Ca1
community need which.inhibits the proviSion
of offoitive,educational programs.

54 9 13. Rural communities and organizations should:-
be enabled and encou'raged to combine funding
from various agendies or programs in order
to improve the delivery 'of educational'
services and further thf# communi.ty develop-
ment process.



Explariation

Not only are=Xhe needs of the rural popu-
lation ilnique, they wila 4ffer from rural
community to anolter. Furthermore, within
any given rural community the needs are
interrelated;

Thetrbader issues to pbverty, 'high unemploy-
ment:or unftremployment, economic decline, and:
high in or out migration affect rUral education
more directly and identifiably than in larger
.cities.

' Yet too often rural community development:efforts
ignore the local education system and do not*

.

provide.for its involvement.. And too often
the only2thstitutions elibible fbr federal
education resources are the'schools and
Achool districts. Particularly in rural
c6mmUnities,'the isolation of schools from the
other institutions of the community greatly re-
stricts effectiveness.

Increasingly it'is apparent that the recipients
of services.must take an active, responsibe,
coOrdinative role in their delivery to inshre
their appropriate Use.

,Support and encouragement for orgilizing appro-
priate mixes of local people, organizations, and
institutions"to solve local problems would yieldlarge dividendS'in the effectiveness with which fl-educational and other 'Services-are delivered.

Yet at present laws and regulations require mostfeddral monieb to be administered separately.
While this may make sense-where large sums are
involved, In most rural areas a particular
district's or commait'z allotment is generally
so small that'the sdpara-te administration
highly inefficient. Combing funding at the
140a1 level, or at least combining the admini-
S4gptive portion of the 'funding, would greatly
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laprove the coordinition, and the efficiency

and ffectiveness of the programs.

Examples

APonq rthe activities which the federal govern-

-mint should consider are:

e

1. Expanding existing programs, (e.g., the

0 Rural Development Act of 1972, Titles I,

V, VI) to enhance local Oility to acdui;re,

develop, and utilize informAtion resourcei,'

services, programs,,and technical assist-

. :nee for rural communities, regardless of

size,

2. Establishing A program of grants and con-

tracts undtre.Higher Education Act, or

tbe EP.emen and Secondary Education Act

to promote community-based eduCational
initiatives, ansl comdunity efforts to
mobilize local educational resources

to combat community ipoblems.

B. Investivation of International Experiments
ft

calference 'Recommendation

Vete
For Against 14. The federal government, through cooperation

with international organizations, should

.50 13 report on apparently slicceasful expe5iments

in other countries to link rural education
and rural development, and make'this
information widely available to rural'
people, and to the personnel of programs
serving rural America.

Explanation

The difficulties that plague efforts at linking

rural education and rural development in the
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U.S. often are absent in other countries.
Large.scale efforts have been undertaken
in other countries, and mechanismS for sharing
information among countries are available throu'gh
such international organizations as the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OEDC). Many of these efforts are relevant to
the U.S., if the'effort would be made to find
out'about them, and to disseminate the infor-
mation.

III. DELIVERY OF SERVICES TO RURAL EDUCATION

A. Special Rural Training Programs and Incentives

Conf. Vote RecomMendations

For Against 15. The-federal gOvernment should,provide
resources fp); the establishment of

55 5 . specialized tural preservice and in-
Service training programs for teachers
and other %ducational. pei'sonnel.

16. The federal government-should establish
incentive programs to attract personnel
to be trained for, and to'provide services
in, rural schoolS./

Explanation

Currently only a handful of agencies and
instiftitions offer traininwprograms designed
to prepare educational personnel for rural
service. The special characteristics of'
rural communities and rural education have
,,been identified, documented, and ignored.
There is now a necessity to develop more .

focused training of teachers that will
allow them to deal effectively and efficiently
.With uniquely rural problems, whiLe taking
adNiAntage ok-the unigue,opportunities of
rural scherdling. ,Obvious among the problems
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relating to the reparation '

cif education pe sonngl for work in rural
areas is deali g with geographic isolation.
Equally import t, though perhaps not 4s
obvieus, is resPect for the great diversity
among the thousands of communities that
comprise rural America; In addition,-given
the special concern of the federal government
for special populations, particular attention
is-needed to the unique problems of providOg
services to special popul-aLtions in rural.areas.

While there are problemS, smaller schools more'
intimately related to their surrounding communities
offer unique opportunities. Teachers and admini-
stratots need preparation for taking advantage
of them.

For a variety of reasons the ability-9f many
rural communities to attract and retain highly
qualified educational personnel is limited.
Not only are salaries often lower, but the
unique.ceriditi!ons of rural work are unexpected
by tholektrained for urban. and suburban,class-
rooms.- s in other professions, such as
medicine, special incentives can be provided
sthich will attract high quality personnel.

v

B. Technology

Confefence
Vote

For Against

Recommendatibn

17. 'The federal government should expand
efforts to develop and utilize appropriate
technology in,the delivery of services to
rural education. 4

.Exzlanation

Appropriate educational technology appears to
have great potential for overcoming large physical .
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distances, and for providing a wide variety:ofhigh quality instructional programs to any
location, however .remote. Yet, rural school,-and ru*al college personnel 4re handicapped inkeeping abreast of-tiechnological developmentshaving potential'for the improvement'of ruraleducational practice. Moreover, the high
capital costs- of tOchnology are a serious con-straint on the ability of rural schools to
'implement technological approaches With high

, potential.. The active involimment of the
federal goverment in disseminating.best4. practices, supporting training efforts,,,andin defraying the or)sts of installing
technological innStrations would appear to be-
'particularly varuable as a strategy for
assisting rural education,

4

Exam.ples

Among the activitles which the federal govern-ment should suppat are:

l. Compiling current studies and existing
information on teolrological systems,such as coMputer-based

teaching; educational
telephone networks, TV and cable TV,
Satellites,,,.mobile units, etc;

32. Preparing And widely disseminating. p 11 bli-
cations to keep rural educators informed ofthe useS of,technology that could improve
educational practice in rurait schools;

3. Encouraging and assisting state and localrural school districts and rur a.l. college;
to identify needs that might.be-met throughutilization of tedhnologyp

4. Supportino the provision of traininq oppor-tunities for Ibcal staff in'adapting
approprLate technology;

'
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Conference
vote.

. For Againzt .

,The federal'government should support the
. .

51 10
'use of education service agencies* in tte .

implementation of_Odetal program initiatives,

research, dissemination, and other school,
ipprovement efforts focused on rural'Schools.

5. Collecting for dissemination from state

and local rural school districts and rural

college's reports'and results of any edUcational

technology adaPtations.

C. Education Service!Agencies (ESAs)

4.

. .

Explanlon

How states organize systems Of education to
deliVer'services is the business.of the re-
spective states and not a matter of federal-

Assuring'that whatever deliver system

a state elects leads tO the equitable distri-

bution'of high quality services,'however, is

.of fundamenta2 federal interest; Various forms

'of education service agencies' (e.g., special

). diptrict ESA's, cooperative ESA's, regional-

ized SEA/ESA's) presently oPerating in many

states ate demonstrating their potential for
delivering services to rural schools. This

is especially trim in the iMportant areas.of
eduoation çf pebplewith handioapping conditions,

yOcationalrtechnical education, media and

library services, curricullim development, staff

development, ana.many other high-cost support

services requlzlaq speciärIzed staff and/or
eqOpMent ordinarily beyon the means Of indi7

I.cival rural schools. The would.

I.

*The intent of this recommeildation is-to r ,cr to whatever

ESAs.a state may'have, which colAid include he-State pepartment

of Educatidn itself,'post-secondary institu ions, pw. extensi6n

service.of t.n.e Departnlent of Agrculture, a d any other organi-

zation or agency engaged iN providing speci-iized 'services .to

ru.ral areas.
4

to
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.be great'merit in improving theAability of iocal

7
_drttricts, in c junctiOn with state agencies,
ta engage in co aborat4ve efforts through the
EEAs serving V.hem. Federal incentives have been
imporeant stimuli for collaborative action in
the past. PI particular, making ESAs eligible
.to receive funds when part of a collaborative
effort would help greatly.
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Conference
Vote

For Againit Recommendation

19. The ,federal government should provide
for the systematic collection,
compilation and analysis of data
on the status of rural education.

. 60

IV., DATA 6OLLECTION AND RESEARCH

A. Data Collection

%

Explanation

Currently very limited data are available,
*rural education. For example, Many
of the published statistical tabulatio s
of the National Center for Education
Statistics fail to report, data for
school disiricts vilth:fewer than Z,500
pupils; and provide only.limited data
on'school districts located. in noilmetro-
politan cognties-.

When rural data are'available, the sample
size tends to be inadequate for disaggre-
gatIon by oth'er'variablee of inerest.
For example, while the National Asse6-s-
ment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 'pro-
vides datalon some rural students across
the whbleA6ountry, thi:NAEP data chnnot
be broken down further to look at rural
itu4ents.in the putheast, black rural
stUden.ts, migrant students in the Southwest,,
etc.- Similar problems exist with other
federal data bases dealing with education.
In addition, current lederal accounting
.procedures do not permit the tabulation
of,expenditure data according to the type,
of ,school district which is the eventual

:

recipient of federal fends: Lack of this
da,ta inhibits'oonsideration of educational
equity within rural areas.



a

Ex'amples

Data ooliection activitiAs should:'

1. Include information on student perfor-
mance; curriculum and program 9f;erings;
staff qualifications and limitationS;
scope and quality of facilities; es-
cation service agencies; and other
educational reslources; the costs of
transportation; the costs associated
with the instructional program; pupils
with handicapping conditions; and related
social, economic, and demographic
characteristics of rUral populations:.

Be aggregated from existina'data bases
and/or collected by augMenting the
existing data collection eforti of
the National Center for Educatidn Sta7
tistics and other similar effbrts4

4(0

3. Maximize cooperation with state departments
of.education, other stale education agenCies,and local d4stricts-in data collection and
eompilation;

4. .Be based 'on samples of7sufficient size to
permit disaggregation by race, sex, region
of the country,A4strict and school-size,
population -1.0-ity, and tyPes and degrees
of rurality;

5. Employ a more refined definition of rural
than "non-metropolitan."

6. Review peri,odically the validity and scopeof data bases;

Be.reported in reaular publications such
as a spec-ial rural section of The Condition
of Education.
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B. Research

Conference Recommendion
vote

For Against-.
20. 'The federal government should.increase its

support of research on rural educatOn, to
enhance local and state abilities t5 make.
decisions about rural schools, and rural
-colleges, and ta.provide a sounder basis'

58 2

56

for federal education po

21. The research agenda for rral educatiOh
should be established in njunction_with
rural,educators and'community. members.

Explanation

Despite the substantial proportion of etudents
who attend school is rural districts, an infini-
tisesimal share of the feileral education research
budget has been devoted to the study of rural
education issues. Debates and decisions about
rural education at ill levels of the system -
whether or not to consolidate schools, whether
rural students recieve a "fair share" of federal
funds, etc. - are often based on competing myths
and ideologies.rather than objective data and
systematic analysis. Improving the educational
opportunities qf all rural youngsters reqUires
a substantial e.ffort to close the rlesearch and
information gap, an effort in which the federal
qdvernment should assume leadership.

fir

Examples

Probable examples of priority.issues for study
include:

1. Benefits and problems associated with different
size schools`in rural ai-eas;

SA

Trade-offs associated with rious school and
district size decisionsi given rising costs of fuef
for transportation;
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3. Measurement of the quality of edutation
programs being provided inrural schools
and rural o4ceges in different regions of the.
-ocountry and i different types of rural
communities;

4*.4kxamination of existing data, demonstration
projects, and needed areas.of research to
identify productive p;Actices and processes
that effect progtams and services.in rural
schools of various sizes;

Develdpment of improved dissemination strategies
for sharing the.results of such research

.

with isolated rural districts;

6. The distribution patterns of federal funds
between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
areas and among more and less rural districts,
within non-metropolitan areas;

7. Initiating research studies which.expand
knowledge about the social and.cultural
dynamics of different types of rural
school systems'and about how their dynaMics
differ from those of urban and suburban school
systems;

8 The ,feasibility of integrating, or coordinating
appropriate education programs with other
social service iiirograms in rural'communities

V. VO ATIONAL AM4 CAREER TRAINING IN RURAL AREAS

A Coordination of Trainino-Pecc-rams

Confvrence Vote RecommenqatiA

For Aqainst 22.. The federal government should provide .for
forMal coordination of federal programs61 2

14%
for rural youth, adults, and communities
concerned with career/vocational edu-

t cation, adult education, employment
trlinir-.; (CTTA), ar:d eco:Iomc developm.1,ot

5 9
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Expl,anation

,

'There
,

s a relative lack'of'coordination of
.
i

federal education training programs. Each
program type seems tohive'been conteived
and implemented with little regard,for its
potential complementary role with other
programa. A large-acale , nationally-
-coordinated effort is needed to attain better
program efficiency and 'responsiveness to
comprehensive rural training needs.

B. Gui'dance and Counseling
Conference Vote
For Against Recommendation

23. The'federal iovernment stiOuld 'sponsor the
Ifientification And development Of guidance

'59 4 and counseling programs and materials that
focus on the unique needs of rural learners.

Explanation

While little eMpiricaI ev,idence exists, there
seems no doubt that rural'youth and adults are
basically without sufficient and quality career
guidance and counseling. T4s conditilm results
rn;

1

1. unrealistic career aspirations, hig oe low;

2. unstructured and diij8unted career p ing;

3. unemployment or under-employment.due te)
replacement, job maintenance, and trans-
ition adjustment problems.

Examples

Among the activities the federal government should
support are:

1. identifying guidance program materials and
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practices %Mich have proven to ,pe effec-
tive in rural:educational settings;

2. establishinp specializedieareer vocationalcounselor training programs that focus on.'
the unique needS of small, rural schools;and

3. helping develop guidance programs,addressing'
- the unique needs 'of adurts and out-of-schoolyouths in rural communitis.,

---C; Demonstration Delivery Systemsp-
Conf. yote Recommendation

Fbr Against 24. The federal government should sUpport
research, program development and evalu-ation f educational service delivery
systems hich re essecially tailored to55 3 bring ca ri ocational,services to rural
children, youth, and adults.

...planation

Children, Youth, and adults in'small, ruralschools have rarelY had the full access to
career/vocatlonal education and employment,training programs available to their urbancounterparts. Because regional trainingsites may officially encompase a large
geographic area while actually.serving asmall population clustered nearby,.the most
geographically isolated rural students stilj
have.little'real access
Exploration,of othcr alternatives ie badlyneeded

0
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Examples

Alternatives the federal golfernment should
include:

1. Area Vocational Centers;

2. Community-based satellite programS1
_0

3. MObile,facilities, and

4. The use pf educational.technologieb.,

ft, D. ,Program Designs for Rural Occupati.ons

Conference Reoommendatiqp
vote

Fox Against 25. Vocational educatiOn supported by the federal
government in rural areas should include
programs'which provide the bro.ad base
of diversified knowledge and skills
whioh ate often required for employment
and entreprenenrship in rural areas, as .
well as for supplementary income-and
rural survival.

62

ExplanatIon

Becaus,e job marketp in rurai,arepas ate limited
(encouraging out-migration) and often rapidly
changing, vocational education programs need
to teach transferable skills. In addition, rural
people can benefit from skillwhich allow
them to supplement a lower-Akan income by
taking advantage of available rural resourceS

4 (e.g., gardening, litTO/ted animal husbandry,
woodcutting, etc.) . The value of such
vociational education must be judged in terms
of; its long-run benefits. vocational programs
(including Vocational Agriculture and Home

u Economics) should be'evaluated on the, basis
of the general usefulness ot thd skills and
'knowledge imported, in addition to specific
job placeMent.



E. Rural Women

Recommendation
GIONCerence

wre

Vote
For,Against 26. The federaltgovernment should establish

research wild actioe programs to meet the
:specific needs of rural women, etipeqially
those who are entering or re-entering the
labor mark(t,96 8

-Explanation.

RUral, omen are at a disadvantage within an-
alread limited 'ncal job market. They need
becilli Programs td help them' maie Anformed

1 clecisiOns,about occupational options, career
k planning,,,and values issues within a comparatINft

traditional'culture. Stich programs must be
made fully accessible to rural. women

'r

Ong the activities that the federal goVern-
jmeni/should sutdp6rt are:

1.
r/

'tCounselirig programs for rural women.

Skills training

4
Assistance in gaining-ccess to non-
traditional occupations

4. Support serviets (e.g., day Are) for
r rural womeh, who want to work

ENERCY AND RURAL EDUCATION

A. Incre sin Ener. Costs and Trans 'ortatior

Coriference
Vote

For Against 27. The federal goverriment should assess the
isdom of school ,consiation policies

bl 3 in-relation to the impact of rising fuel
costs and ,

Recommendat!lop
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0

4

Shoet.eges on school transportation.'

Explanation

4 V.

For.many years, the trend has been to co sol-
idate smaller schools-and/or-school dist cts
into larger, more comprehensive facilities
and/or districts. These consolida.tions were
intended tocp'rovidestudent access to expanded
programs and curriculum offerings,.achieve
ecohomies of scale and improve education.
More recent research indidates that effec ve
educational programs have been conducted in-

' relatively small facilities. Thisr, Coupled
with dramatically increased transportation
costs; suggests the need for A re-examinatioli.
of economies of' smaller satellite education .

centers. Such a study would determine the
potential saVings in energy and capital
investment for a limited number of arrangements,-.

(-4 i.e., what advantages and disadvantages occur
yhen transportation' is cut and decentralized
facilities are utilized or condtructed? What
are the costs/benefits of variousCombilhtions?

Examples

Among the ttudies that should be supported'are:

1. , An examination of the costs, in do4ars
and energy, to replace buses with facilities
that will meet the need .of rural edticatibn,
cbmpared to employihg the Same costs to
continue busing;

2. A comparison of the social alpantages an
disadvantages, e.g., more time in scho
activities, racial balance, increas.0
decreased staffing.
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B. Energy Conservation in,Rural Buildings

Confenence Recommendation
f Vote
For Against 28. The federal government -should develop.a program of energy conservation measures/relevant to rural schools and rural colleges,and provide technical assistance in the-

implementation o; these,measures.

Explanation

The impact of the energy situation on ruralschobls andrural colleges is unique.. Mostschools were designed and built in a timewhen energy was inexpensive and Abundant.ConstruCtion funds we e limited and majoremphasis was placed on, achievi g dequatespace and faeilities. ',Little if any, regardwas'given far the energy effic e of thestructures. Lighting, ventilation, heating,and Cooling systems were over-designed.These inherent building characteristics,
Coupled with poor maintenance programs,have resulted in facilities that waste asmueh as 25 to SO percent_9f the energy used.

These strUctural problems are fur.ther com-pounded by the nature of the public schoolenterkise. Schools, unlike business andindustry, are.unable to pass on the highercost of energy to their customers.4 Since -fuel expenditures must be budgetedsix totwelve months in adliance with only limited
informatien and week projections of increasedcosts, districts may have to radically trimtheir educational programs to meei- risingcosts. Budgets are entrenched in traditionalexpenditure patterns wherein 75 to 85 percentOf the budget is designed for personnelcosts; with as little a 3 to 5 percent
allocated for energy. Because funds for
capital improvements are virtually non-existent, implementing energy-savings
improvements is nearly impossible.

41*
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rinally, rural schools lack the technical

help to sollie energy problems. In many :.

cases, maintenance.and conservation efforts

ore assigned to personnel who have other

full-time responsibilities. Energy prog/ems

cannot be properly assessed because.records
are incomplete or non,-vxistent: Even, when

attempts are maae to improve the energy. .

--,,efficiency-of schools, apathy, limited
rkechnical knowledge, and lack of public ,

support b;ing th, propess to a standstill.

In short, school pez:sonnel do not know

. -"what to do," "how to do it," nor have the

"money to do it."4'
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APPI.NDIX B
RURA ,ROUNDTA,BLES SITES AND DATES

_BY REGION
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USOlkRegion Locatigeichafrperson

RURAL.ROONOTABLES SITES ANDDATES BY REGION4

States Roundtab+e- S e

I I

Boston, Massachusetts
Dr. lhanas J. Burns

New York, New York
Dr. William D. Green

Connecticut. Maine, Massachoiatts
Nem Hampsffire, Rhode Islan44 and
Vermont

IIl Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
.Dr. Albert C. Crawbert

IV

V

Atlanta, Georgia
Ur. Williaw L. Lew s

Chicago, Illinois .

Dr. Juliette Lester

VI Dallas, Texas
Mr. Edward Baca

vif

Neo Jersey, New York, Puerto
Rico, Virgin Islands, and Canal
Zone

Delaware, Marylam:1, Pennsylvania,
Virginia, West Virginia, and
Washington,'D.C.

Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North
'Carolina, South Carolina, and
Tennessee

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
'Minnesota, Ohio. and Wisconsin

A
Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico;
Oklahoma, and Texas.

Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska

Kansas City, Missouri
Harold L. Blackburn

VIII Ovnver, Coloradp
Dr. H. John Ruael

I X San
Dr.

Francisco: California
Caroline J. Gillin

Suaitle, Washington
Mr. Allen T. Apodaca

Colorado, Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Utah, and Wyomikg

ArizoMa, California, Hawaii,%
Nevada, American ,Samoa, Test
'territory of the Pacific, Guam,
and Northe'rn Mariannas Islands(

Alaskav Idaho, Oregon,\and
Washington

Sheraton-Wayfarer Motor Inn.
Bedford, New Hampshire

State University of New York
at Stan, Brook, Stony Brook,
New York

Universityof Delaware
Newark, Delaware

Tuskegee Institute
Tuskegee Alabama

Ohio State University
,Cojtimbus, Ohio

The University of Texas at 9/26/79
Austin, Austin, Texas

ift

HolidayAnn, International 9/25/79
Airport, Kansas City, Missouri

Colorado State University 9/24/79
Ft. Collins,ICOlorado

Date

9/28/79

9/20/79

9/13179

9/18/79

9/11/79

Woliday Inn 9/19/79
Freino, California

University of Idaho
Moscow, Idaho

University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska

9/27/79

9/27/79
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. NUMBERS AND PERCiNTAGES OF RE5PORSES BY CATEGORIES By RECOMMENDATION

Recon- Key 4ords* 'Disagree Strongly
mendation

Disagreei

1 T. Exectitive Order
2 2. Interagency

Coordinating Body
1 3. Rural Education

Office

4 4. Flekible Funding
Mechanism

5 5. Additional Fin-
ancial Support

6 6.- Rural Curriculum
7 7. Encourage Com-

munity-Based Or-
ganizations

8 8. Technical Assis-
tance

9. Communication
Network

10 10. Rural,Education
Act

11 11. Local Capacity
, Building

12 12. Broader InOolve-
melt

13 13. Combine Funding
14 14. InternatiOnal

Exper.iments
15 15. Rural Teacher

Training
16 16. Rural Teacher

Incentives
17 17. Technology
18 18. Education Service

Agencies
18 19: Rural Data
20 20. Rural Research ,

21 21. Collaborative
Research Agenda

22. Coordination of
Vocational Prog.

23 23. Guidance and
CounSeling

24 24. Vocational Serv.
Delivery Systams

25 25. Broad-Based, Voc-
ational Education

26 26. Rural Women
27. School onsoli-

dation Policies
23 28. 5nergy Conser-

vation

.7 -7

Total Strongly Agree Undecided
N

500 200(40.0)
496 127(25.6)

503 128(25.4)

498 332(66.6)

501 277(55.2)

498 163(32.7)
498 161(32.3)

499 234(46.8)

501 182(36.3)

494 146(29.5)

495 179(36.1)

487 116(23.8)

493 204(41.3)
496 101(20.3)

497 181(36.4)

496 171(34.4)

496 164(33.0)
494 164(33.1)

494 133(6.9)
495 184(37.1)
490 231(47.1)

46 183(36.8)

493 144(29.3)

490

490

488

478

483

180(35.5)

202(41.2)

145(29.7)

164(34.3)

i85(38.3)

,erzentages may not total due to rounding.
( ) 3ercentages
'The complete recommendation with accompanying
Appendix A.

58

174(34.8) 43(8.6)
173(34.8) 60(12.0)

175(34.7) 64(12.7)

1411(28.3)

170(33.9)

222(44.5)
227(45.5)

157(31.4)

247(49.3)

170(34.4)

217(43.8)

216(44.3)

222
gfl44L51..;))

173(34.8)

167(33.6)

222(44.7)
233(47.0)

222(44.9)
206(414)
213(43.4)

200(40.3)

217C44.0)

221(43.6)
,

216(44.0J

185(37.9)
140(29.2)

197(40.7)

10(2.0)

20(3.9)

42(8.4)
45(9.0)

34(6.8)

37(7.3)

86(f7.4)

40(8.0)

93(19.0)

37(7.5)
75(15.1)

48(9.6)

58(11 6)

50(10.0)
51(10.3)

64(12.9)

21d710.41)

54(114)

54(10.9)

33(6.5)

38(7.7)

73(14.9)
43(8.9)

33(6.8)

812806.fl PO4.)8)

74(14.7) 62(12.3)

6(1.2) 9(1.8)

20(3.9) 14(2.7)

43(8.6)
31(6.2)

47(9.4) 27(5.4)

20(3.9) 15(2.7)

51(10.3) 41(8.2)

34(6.8.} 25(5.0)

33(6.7) 29(5.9)

17(3.4) _13(2.6)
62(12.5) 36(7.2)

58(11.6) ,37(7.4)

67(13.5) 33(66)

34(6A)
26(5.2)

,37(7.4)

33(6.6)
11(2.2)

31(6.2)

26(5.2)
20(4.0).

,21 4.2)

13 2.6)

28(5.6)

44(8.9) i 34(6.8)

37(7.3) 19(3.7)

,18(3.6)'

51(10.4)
61(12.7)

39(8.0)

16(3.2)

34(6.9)

70(14.6)]

29111L

rationale and examples are detailed in

r !
)
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RANK ORDER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS' AGREEMENT BY RECOMMEN0ATI01rAND GROUP*

. qk

R ! Recommendation

GROUPS 1

RANK R. %

RS Raw Score*

2

RS R % RS R %

%

RS

Persentage of Agreeing
or,Strongly Agreeing

,4

R % RS R % RS

1 4 90.2 48 4 96.5 514 4 92.9 128 4 91.5 91 4 54.9 7812 25 93.0 43 5 90.1 450 5 93.0 1%4 5 79.6 73 5 89.1 676
3 21 96.5 41 21 88.9 416, 21 92.6 112 21 93.0 69 21 90.5 6384 13 90.2 39 13 84.7 375 13 89.5 108 9 88.3 69 13 86.3 5875 7 87.0 39 8 81.4 375 25 89.1 103 13 87.9 65 25 85.6 5706 5 86.6 39 25 83.8 367 9 86.1 99 20 77.5 59 9 85.6 5617 8 90.2 37 9 84.8 356 18 79.9 87 25 83.0 57 8 78.2 523

a 24 87.0 37 24 81.9 342 22 78.5 84 22 76.6 55 24 79.1 5109 . 9 27.0 37 11 81.5 336 20 77.3 82 19 71.0 52 20 78.7 49910 22 80.6 36 18 80.6 327 11 83.4 81 17 76.6 51 18 80.1 49511 28 86.1 35 20 78.5 327 24 83.2 80 24 75,7 51 11 79.9 49712 18 90.5 34 1 76.4 314 19 78.0 78 6 71:5 51 22 77.1 47913 17 80.5 34 28 80.0 312 17 76.4 76 7 76.6 50 28 79.0 47014 1 80.5 33 22 76.5 304 28 75.3 74 28 75.7 49 17 77.7 46415 26 "79.9 33 17 78.1 303 6 78.1 71 8 70.6 48 1 74.8 45916 20 86.6 31 6 77.8 297 7 76.9 70 1 66.6 48 7 77.8 45017 11 86.1 31 7 77.4 291 26 68.5 66 18 73.1 47 6 77.2 44918 16 79.9 31 15 72.7 271 23 71.7 65 15 66.6 43 15 71.2 40319 15 80.5 30 23 75.2 265 1 72.0 64 11 63.3 43 23 73.2 39320 6 83.3 29 16 69,B 264 8 67.7 63 10 60.0 37 16 68.0 37621 23 74.1 29 10 66.5 235 14 65.4 60 12 67.2 36 19 71.8 375

Alw

22 12 70.9 28 12 68.6 234 15 64.3 60 26 64.3 35 12 68.1 35723 27 70.9 28 19 69.5 222 12 65.8 59 16 63.3 34 26 67.6 35624 14 76.6 27 26 66.5 222 16 60.6 47 23 63.3 34 10 63.9 32925 3 74.1 25. 14 64.6 183 2 55.7 37 27 62.8 31 14 65.0 29026 19 79.2 23 27 64.1 1790 3 58.5 36 2 56.6 23 27 63.5 26727 2 72.1 23 2 61.3 155 10 55.7 44 3 56.6 23 2 60.4 23828 10 66.6 23 3 59.9 148 27 58.8 29 14 62.0 20 3 60.1 232

*To account for the difterences between a strongly agree and agree response, as well Is
between a.strongly disagree and disagree responte, a raw score was calculated for each
recomendation. The raw score was calculated by assigning the following weighted
values to each response:

-2 for each strongly disagree.
-1 for each disagree
0 for each undecided
1 for each agree
2 foriRach.strongly agree
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1

RANK ORDER AND PERCENTAGES OF AGREED AND STRONGLY AGREED RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATI S. BY REGION

101044 4 1640164 * P/010+4 3
-41

_ * 0 4 Co/C/N I AECON 1 A GlION NILO ON 4 1i0P41 acavoN 1* #

MANI% A 5 PIS PI % 111 A % Ai A % Al A % AS A 96 R1 ii % All A 111 01 10 Prs i 5 Rs

I 4 07,3 161 1 96.4 45 . 21 100.0 15 4 97.3 18 6, 90.9 63 6 93.9 91 4 15.1 126 4 100.0 45 4 92.1 62 4 15.9 imf4

2 5 91.1 174 4 92.1 4) 22 100.0 15 5 92.3 51 5 79.5 56 21 11.8 76 5 88.2 104 21 100.0 40 5 16.6 51 21 86.9 61

3 21 96.5 166 21 96.2 42 25 10.0 kS 1 84.2 52 8 41.8 54 5 45.9 75 1 89.2 103 17 100.0 15 1 U.) 47 15 79.1 66

4 25 86.6 15* 72 94.1 61 1) 80.0 16 17 66.1 ya 22- 44.6 51, 13 90.1 73 21 85.1 91 10 100.0 35 21 82.1 65 13 115.4 65

5 1) $7,1 155 13 16.4 39 19 90.0 13 25 92.5 50 9 86.1 44 25 41.0 70 20 10.0 90 6 16.0 31 25 62.9 43 15 93.4 62

6 9 87,1- 144 92.8 34 18 114.8 13 11 84.6 44 12 79.5 44 1 76.9 70 , 18 80.7 83 18 96.0 35. 9 81.3 61 s 87.7 42

2$ 86.0 14d 11 15,7 36 1 40.0. 1 4 10.0 43 28 71.0 43 8 75.2 61 27 79.2 87 25 92.0 34 1 82.1 40 8 83.3 5$

1 8 80.3 140 3 81,2 31 6 10.0 17 9 05.0 61 13 77.2 40 14 10.6 60 25 79.7 83 11 100.0 31 24 60.9 40 11 .89,5 88

9 14 74.7 110 20 82.1 35 8 60.0 12 21 "4.6 43 7 79.5 3e 24. 74.6 59 24 76.8 82 13 96.0 31 13 17.5 31 6 81.6 is

10 11 79.1 114 7 '92.1 33 11 80.0 13 20 82.0 43 20 72.7 36 !I 73.0 34 13 81.9 81 9 92.0 31 18 78.3 34 17 03.3 54

11 12 10.0 123 19 82-1 31 26 40.0 13 17 15.0 42 11 77.7 35 20 71.6 55 6 18.0 79 15 88.0 31 23 78.5 37 22 79.1 52

12 20 78.4 117 24 15.7 32 41 10.0 12 13 84.2 41 18 14.4 )3 9 79.0 52 78 51.2 77 24 92.0 30 6 85.3 36 24 85.1 60

1) 6 76.7 Ili 24, 89.2 31 2) 18.4 11 11 41.7 40 34 17.2 32 22 75.8 51 11 71.5 76 12 91.6 30 22 13.8 36 7 43.3 50

14 17 75.1 112 25 124 21 6 $0.0 12 27 82.5 40 1 69.7 10 7 71.8 51 1 73.4 71 7 88,0 30 15 73.1 32 12 11.1 50

15 21 77.) 108 11 82.1 19 6 80.0 11 16 82.0 40 17 72.0 29 10 80.3 49 s 71.9 71 11 92.0 24 28 72.5 32 1 81.2 41

16 44 77,1 106 17 78 5 29 10 77.7 11 7 81.0 40 25 71.4 28 6 13.8 49 16 70.2 66 5 91.3 211 14 64.2 32 6 77.5 49

17 76,9 ior 12 82.1 27 26 80.8 10 13 WO 39 21 10.4 26 16 70.9 47 7 75.9 61 4 86.0 26 70 11.19 31 13 76.5 67

18 1 73.5 10/ 14 49.4 46 274 70.0 10 21 77.5 37 19 61.1 26 19 75.8 45 19 67.8 , 61 23 84.0 24 17 70.7 10 20 70.8 .46

11 15 74.3 105 21 11.1 25 1 80.0 1 6 78,11 34 2 62.7 26 12 71.1 43 22 67.4 me 211 16.0 24 7 68.1 10 lb 64.1 46

20 21 10.1 105 2e 77.7 25 17 10.0 28 76.9 14 28 65.9 25 17 70.4 41 23 69.0 53 22 68.0 22 20 68.7 27 14 67.3 41

21 18 73.0 100 1 71.4 25 15 10.0 9 10 74.1 34 3 63.6 25 2 66,1 40 26 67.0 53 3 72.0 20 Ii 68.2 27 78 71.2 18

12 10 68.1 19 TS 77.7 21 7 60.0 1 24 10.0 31 16 63.6 23 3 70.7 37 14 65.8 50 1 t5.0 18 12 66.2 27 26 51.5 18

21 16 46 9 96 16 71.4 21 12 60,0 8 12 71.7 32 15 63.6 4,4 28 66.6 37 15 62.6 49 27 63.6 12 19 59.5 27 2 70.2 37

24 12 59.4 71 * 73.4 20 10 60.0 6 2 16.9 30 14 68.1 73 23 60.8 26 12 47.4 47 10 52.0 12 3 59.5 26 39 77.0 16

25 14 44 0 70 10 44.2 it 3 60.0 74.3 29 12 61.3 22 26 62.9 35 10 53.6 34 26 66.6 11 26 54.7 11 10 61.2 33

26 19 64.2 61 1 60 7 18 16 50.0 4 1 61.1 29 6 65.9 21 15 58.7 17 77 51.2 32 14 56.0 8 14 58.5 11 8 65.3 30

27 2 60.3 60 2 40.7 13 16 40.0 3 14 72.5 26 27 60.1 18 14 56.6 25 3 35-.4 25 2 52.0 5 27 50.0 14 3 63.2 23

WS 3 54-3 43 27 60.7 li 1 55.5 2 3 55.0 11 10 56.8 16 21 61.0 23 2 51.1 16 16 WO 2 1 47.5 9 21 45.2' -1

116 6.21

R ReCommendatiort

11-10

RS Raw Score calculated by aitigning the value of

2 Air Str.ungly Dtsagree
1 for Ditagree
0 for Undecided
I /or 4gree
: for Stroney Agree

18-44. P-65 P-87 It23 11-42 - 4.49


